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South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





South Somerset Local Plan Review 2016-2036 — main points arising from the Preferred Options 
consultation held between 28 June 2019 and 18 September 2019. 


During the consultation period, the Council received 1,087 responses to the Local Plan Review Preferred Options consultation document resulting in 1,986 
individual comments, many of which are very detailed and lengthy in nature. 


The number of respondents can be broken down into categories as follows: 
e Individuals - 972 
e Statutory Consultees - 12 
e Town and Parish Councils - 30 
e SSDC Cllrs — 6 
e Agent/Developers - 44 
e Organisations — 23 


What follows below is a summary of the main points raised by respondents. All of the representations received during the consultation period can be found 


in full on the Council’s website at https://southsomerset.inconsult.uk/ . 


Section 1. Introduction 

Consultation Difficulty in using the online consultation software. 
Consultation arrangements for Chard Guildhall event, regarding: the lack of publicity, insufficient opportunity for people to attend, 
very little information available for Chard, and not enough officers attending with specific knowledge on the development 
proposed for Chard. 
Event was mostly attended by retirees due to the timing. 

Para 1.1- 1.6 Suggests the Plan projects further into the future to: 


o afford a greater opportunity for delivering the strategic growth for South Somerset, 

o ensure there is margin for delay and 

o meet the tests of soundness for being positively prepared. 

Plan should accord with relevant policies from the NPPF in relation to the criteria for plan-making and the achievement of 
sustainable development (Paras 15-16). Also NPPF para. 23 in relation to the examination of Local Plans and the tests of 
soundness. 

Changes to national policy reaffirms the Government’s commitment to ensuring up-to-date plans are in place. 
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Para 1.7 — 1.13 The need to review the Local Plan is essential considering the Inspector’s conclusions in 2015, and the adopted Local Plan is over 
Fig. 1.2 & 1.3 ambitious and targets have not been met due to over ambitious economic growth projections. 
The minimum housing requirement identified in the Local Plan Review is therefore considered to be unrealistic and not likely to be 
achieved without clear evidence to show it can be delivered, and it should not be required to increase this figure by 8%. 
Suggests that Fig. 1.2 of the Plan will need to be updated to reflect the requirements of the NPPF 2019, which the Plan will be 
tested against. 
Correction required to Figure 1.2 to ensure that it is clear that material considerations could indicate that planning permission 
should be granted even if the Local Plan is up to date and not silent. 
The planning system needs to retain flexibility to ensure it can best deal with issues that could arise. 
Para 1.23 Objections to Policy IM2, Shudrick Lane include the following comments on the Interim SA. 





Consider that the fact that there is no HELAA for the whole IM2 site makes the Interim SA comparison of options unsound. This is 
because there is no indication of the ‘wider area’; it is assumed that it includes the whole 14ha IM2 site but AECOM are basing their 
SA on the 5.09ha W/ILMI/O009B site from the HELAA map with two other HELAA sites indicated in Shudrick Valley. This means the 
Council has made its decisions based on incorrect SA information. 

With all three HELAA sites being considered by AECOM as one site Option 2 for Shudrick Valley it must mean that information in 
the Site Assessment Forms for W/ILMI/0004 and W/ILMI/0005 has influenced the overall Sustainability Appraisal for Option 2, 
which includes W/ILMI/0009B (land east of Shudrick Lane) because the three HELAA sites are very different. If this Appraisal of 
options has been used to justify inclusion of IM2 in Preferred Options, it is unsound, as the inclusion of 0009, 0004 and 0005 and 
‘wider area’ does not reflect IM2 Option. The 0004 and 0005 HELAA sites are not part of the IM2 site submitted as a preferred 
option. 

After Issues and Options SSDC Councillors were presented with Draft Preferred Options — IM2 which included the 5.09ha HELAA 
site and not the 14ha option. However the detail describing the option in the document and presented has not changed. It still 
states that the 5.09ha site is suitable for 220 homes. The site for the planning application for 220 was nearly three time the size 
The only options in the ‘Appraisal of Options’ provided for Ilminster in the interim SA were Canal Way and Shudrick Valley. 
Detailed explanations and illustrations are provided of the various maps presented at different stages of the Local Plan Review 
process. Respondents consider that this has been misleading. Especially concerned that the site area presented at District Executive 
Committee was amended prior to publication of the Preferred Options consultation document without returning to District 
Executive for approval. Believe that councillors should have made their decisions for the Preferred Options consultation based on 
that SA, not the earlier one. In the earlier interim report dated October 2017 it states in Part 3, para 6.1 “An updated interim SA 
report will accompany the first Draft Local Plan for consultation.” 

The Interim Sustainability Appraisal is dated June 2019, when the Preferred Options consultation started. 
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e The SA of Shudrick Valley is unsound because it is based on HELAA information from three diverse sites which is bound to affect the 
overall conclusions produced. At the least, the inclusion of the SA for Shudrick Valley is likely to cause confusion for those 
considering submissions on policy IM2. 

e Sites W/ILMI/0004 (41 homes) and W/ILMI/0005 (30 homes) are on completely different and much steeper terrain than 
W/ILMI/0009 and are nowhere near the ‘valley bottom’. When the appeal was dismissed in 2017, the 0004 and 0005 sites were 
shown as open spaces and not for development. All three HELAA sites are included in the one SA for Ilminster but only 0009 is 
shown as the (part) site for the Preferred Option IM2, without any evidence to explain this or why the SA has been changed. 

e Page 151 of the SA includes only two options. The appraisal of Option 2 Shudrick Valley does not correspond with option site IM2 
and so is unsound. No individual SA has been produced for the 14ha IMs site. There is no detailed Appraisal of the Hort Bridge Site 
IM3. 

e For Option 2 it refers to “The second option being development to the east of Shudrick Lane, comprised of sites W/ILMI/OO09B, 
W/ILMI/0005, W/ILMI/0004 as well as some of the wider area.” A definite distinction should be made here between IM2 put 
forward as a Preferred Option by the District Council executive sub-committee and the ‘Option 2’ Shudrick Valley site put forward 
by the SA consultants. 

e The two sites W/ILMI/0004 and W/ILMI/0005 were earmarked as ‘open spaces’ in the rejected planning applications on which IM2 
is obviously based. To state “as well as some of the wider area” is ambiguous and must be confusing for the Councillors and 
residents to properly assess proposals in the consultation. 

e Submission for IM2 incorrect and unsound because it was based on wrong information provided in the SA as the SA was based on 
W/ILMI/O009B , W/ILMI/0005 and W/ILMI/0004. This would not produce the same results as the IM2 Preferred Options site. 

e SSDC spatial planning officer has based recommendations on conclusions not substantiated in the SA evidence not the Preferred 
Options document. 

e The SA makes no reference to Preferred Option IM3 as a housing site. 

e Interim SA (P.51) states “The sites identified in the HELAA to the north east are predominantly being promoted and are suitable for 
employment ....” This is incorrect it should state the north-west. 

e The SA often repeats the message “The proposed spatial strategy seeks to maximise levels of self-containment”. In the appraisal 
Starting on page 30 — paras 10.2, 10.83. 

e Surface water flooding is referred to in relation to Option Hort Bridge/Station Road which was not put forward as one of the two 
options for development. SA refers to IM3 and IM4 as requiring significant flood mitigation but gives no details of Flood Zone 3 
problems that are known in the Shudrick Valley — neither the extent nor the requirement for mitigation. 

e Para 10.104 addresses agricultural land quality and identifies that the Shudrick Valley site is predominantly grade 3a agricultural 
land with some grade 2. In the SSDC Local Plan 2006-2028 Examination Hearing Statement Issue 2 at paras 2.3.24 and 2.3.25 it 
summarises with “...The loss of agricultural land was one of the key differentiators between the three options for growth. 
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e Strongly disagree with the historic environment section paras 10.150 and 10.158. Extensive submissions have been made by the 
objectors regarding the historic assets in and adjacent to Shudrick Valley and the fact that the planning appeal was dismissed on 
heritage and landscape grounds. States that the LPR “seeks to ensure that development retains and enhances the significance of 
the historic environment and heritage assets and their settings” is lamentable. SSDC fought the planning application on heritage 
grounds and IM2 in contrary to policies in the NPPF, backed up by high court decisions. 

e Flooding: Option 2 Shudrick Valley should be shown as having a significant effect. Due to flooding problems on the site and issues 
caused downstream. If marked with W/ILMI/004 and 0005 this will have a positive impact on W/ILIM/0009B if marked alone 
W/ILMI/0009B is in the floodplain of the Shudrick River. 

e SSVG provided significant evidence at the planning appeal that the Shudrick River overflows at times of heavy rain. Video, 
photographic and written evidence was provided. A Flooding report from Ilminster Town Council was also presented. The flooding 
from the river into the fields overflows the town culvert under Shudrick Lane and when this occurs, the water goes down Ditton 
Street. Despite efforts to improve things there have been regular flood incidents. The Preferred Options does not mention this in 
para 7.101. SSDC have ignored the evidence and disregarded para 163 of the NPPF. LLFA email of 2016 suggests that resolution of 
off-site flooding may make the scheme financially unviable. The culvert is not able to take any more water —operating at capacity. 

e Landscape: Option 2 Shudrick Valley — “slightly more sensitivity” is not a phrase recognised by SSVG from the Local Plan and 
planning appeal inspectors who both found that development in the Shudrick Valley would have major impact on landscape. It is 
obvious that once some development takes place it will lead to further development which would destroy the Valley. To suggest 
the loss of the valley with 300yr old oaks, medieval field patterns, medieval hedges, two small woods and a small river walk can be 
mitigated must be based on a desk-top survey. Loss of wildlife. This should marked as a significant effect on the SA. 

e Historic Environment: Option 2 Shudrick Valley, protection of the historic environment was an issue that SSDC successfully fought 
at the planning appeal. This section of the SA does not mention the Grade II* listed lodges at Dillington Park. This should be marked 
as a Significant effect on the SA. 

e The planning applicants were given two opportunities to mitigate landscape and heritage impacts despite this the planning 
application was dismissed. Why does the SA now think that mitigation is possible? 

e Highways: Interesting that SSDC has not included the necessity for a link road though the Shudrick Valley if IM2 goes ahead. The 
planning application included such a link road. If the homes are not built then SSDC must consider there is no need for a link road in 
the south east of the town. Impacts of the link road are considered to be — heavy goods vehicles through Kingstone and the Long 
Orchard Hill entrance to the site would become a gateway to the town. Traffic would need to negotiate the narrow section of 
Ditton Street and into Canal Way distributor road past the recreation ground. If traffic continued to use the Bay Hill junction, the 
180-degree turn would become busier and accidents would follow. Traffic impacts on Kingston and Dowlish Wake have also been 
highlighted. The LPR should address the need for this road. 
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Para. 1.23 e Highways England require a robust evidence base for consideration so that sound advice can be given to the /council on the 
appropriateness of proposed development in relation to the Strategic Road Network (SRN) and indicates guidance “The Strategic 
Road Network — Planning for the Future; and Department for Transport Circular 12/2013. 

e Highways England is supportive of the Interim Sustainability Appraisal transport topic objective, but it is unclear if the Interim SA 
included consideration of existing SRN performance constraints or the likely scale of impact of each of the broad options on the 
SRN. 

e Unclear whether any further high-level transport assessment has been undertaken to support the SA and the identification of 
broad options for the spatial strategy. It will be necessary to test the cumulative impact of the Plan under these development 
scenarios. Absence of a transport evidence base to support the Plan mean the impact of proposed growth aspirations on the SRN 
are unknown. 

e The SEA must find the imbalance of employment, housing growth and lack of access to public transport unacceptable as opposed 
to a policy of having most of the new housing located in the most sustainable location at Yeovil. The housing growth strategy is not 
considered to be sustainable. 

e Land East of Shudrick Lane: Agreement with the Interim SA report findings regarding growth to the land east of Shudrick Lane in 
Ilminster. The decision to direct growth to Canal Way rather than Shudrick Lane in the current Local Plan was a finely balanced. The 
Local Plan Review is considered to be an opportunity to identify future options for growth. 

e Query regarding the criteria used for the SA. 

e E/STTR/0002 (Windmill Farm — Wincanton): Reasonable alternatives are assessed but then dismissed as they were not considered 
to be reasonable alternatives by the Council — suggests that site E/STTR/0002 should be deemed to be suitable in the HELAA. States 
that the HELAA justification for the site being unsuitable was that a previous appeal was dismissed. However, considers that work 
has progressed with the council for a scheme with reduced capacity, which could avoid harms identified at appeal. Therefore 
suggests that the site must be considered as a reasonable alternative within the SA. 

e Wincanton HELAA sites: sites are assessed which do not correspond with the allocations proposed in the LPR, and as a result the 
emerging allocations have not been subject to SA. References sites E/WINC/0003 and E/WINC/0023 in particular having different 
boundaries to the proposed allocations WN1 and WN2 and resulting in inconsistencies in relation to factors such as flood risk, 
which are considered to be misleading. 

o Different assessments being achieved on the same site; in particular E/WINC/0003 is assessed differently in terms of flood risk 
and distance to a GP on pages 97 and 102. Similarly, E/WINC/0023 has different assessments in relation to BMV, BP Priority 
Habitat, and distance to a GP on pages 94, 97 and 102. 

e No justification for rejecting options and taking forward other options is provided for some settlements such as Wincanton, which 
is considered to be contrary to the PPG. 

e Inconsistencies between the HELAA and SA — such as walking distances to primary schools. Other inconsistencies in the evaluation 
of sites — the SA assumes factors which are directly contrary to that identified in the HELAA or other parts of the evidence base. 
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Examples include: E/WINC/0023 (BMV and flood risk), E/WINC/0003 (flood risk), and E/STTR/0002 (proximity to GP and 

convenience store). 

e Some ofthe criteria for assessing significant effects have changed between the 2017 and 2019 editions of the SA without 
justification. Changes to the criterion for the best and most versatile agricultural land, and the separation of SACs, SPAs and Ramsar 
sites are particularly noted, with no explanation given and no consultation with the consultation bodies. 

e The SA needs to consider all reasonable alternatives as the Plan evolves, and assess these against the baseline characteristics of the 
area. 

e The 4 options presented for future growth do not include an option based on the standard method figure of 14,322 dwellings as a 
comparison, and that across the 4 options there is only a difference of 629 dwellings. 

Oo Support for Options 1 and 3, as the figure for Chard remains the same, but it is notes that Option 3 does not provide the 
opportunities for further growth at South Petherton as Option 1. 

o More growth at the higher order settlements, particularly at Chard, is supported, as this would provide better access to 
existing employment and future employment opportunities, and the delivery of infrastructure. 

o The benefits of significant road infrastructure, upgrading of main and off-site sewers; and habitat enhancements arising from 
proposed development around Chard are supported. It is considered that the CEDA will be able to address these issues and 
benefits to make a positive contribution to meeting housing needs in the district. 

e An option which continues with the current strategy in the adopted Local Plan (47% growth at Yeovil) should have been assessed as 
one of the reasonable alternatives. Support for Option 3 with an increased focus on Yeovil, with proposed site allocations YV2 and 
YV3 having the potential to accommodate further development over and above that proposed in the Preferred Options. It is 
suggested that site YEO7 identified in the Issues and Options consultation is also considered suitable for development. Considered 
that these sites can be accommodated without significant long term residual negative effects on the landscape and historic 
environment. 

e Support for more growth at the higher order settlements, particularly at Yeovil, as this would provide better access to existing and 
future employment and associated infrastructure. Additional growth at Yeovil would help the town to maintain its status as a 
Strategically Significant Market Town, with a focus for the districts housing and employment services. Such growth can positively 
address infrastructure and encourage sustainable modes of travel. 

e The SA report October 2017 reviewed an option to allocate sites along the A303 to provide a strong east-west axis through the 
District to facilitate economic connectivity with access facilitated by planned improvements to the A303 and A358. It is noted that 
the main issues raised with this option was that travel would be dominated by the private car and focus of development along this 
route would detract from settlement growth. The SA findings were dependent on the precise location of development along the 
route. The spatial distribution set out in the Plan is acknowledged, but it is important that sites which are strategically placed along 
key transport routes such as the A303 are not prevented from coming forward in appropriate circumstances such as for 
development not suitable adjacent to a settlement. 





Paras 1.24-127 
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e SA identifies a number of biodiversity issues at the allocation sites which do not appear to have been reflected in the allocation 

policies: 

o YV1is silent on the deciduous woodland priority habitat at the southern SUE. 

o YV9 does not mention biodiversity connections between designated sites to be improved and supported. 

o At Chard, the allocation policies do not identify habitat enhancement and enhanced ecological connections. 

o Environmental issues identified in the SA that would support the sustainability of the site allocations should be reflected in the 
plan’s site specific policies. 

e The Council should ensure that the results of the SA process conducted through the review clearly justify any policy choices that 
are ultimately made, including the proposed site allocations (or any decision not to allocate sites) when considered against all 
reasonable alternatives. It should be clear from the results of the SA why some policy options have been progressed and others 
rejected. A comparative and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative should be undertaken which is justified and 
transparent 

HRA (Natural England) 

e RECREATIONAL IMPACTS: Advises that further information is required to make a judgement on whether the plan will have a likely 
significant effect from recreational activity linked to the growth identified in the plan, following recent recreational surveys that 
have shown much greater average travel distances than the 5km quoted in the HRA. Evidence is also required on visitor activity on 
the site and availability of parking spaces at the SPA outside of South Somerset. 

e WATER QUALITY: Advise that a criterion is added to policies CH1, CH2 and CH3 and CR1, CR2, CR3, CR4 and CR5 about timely and 
adequate provision for sewage treatment. 

e WATER QUANTITY, LEVELS AND FLOW: Agree with the HRA that essential water level conditions of the SPA could be unbalanced by 
additional development as projected in the Plan. Notes that policies EQ1 and EQ5 are not sufficient in themselves to deal with this 
issue and recommends that each site-specific policy that may have a likely significant effect on water levels of the SPA should 
require bespoke SUDS to be agreed, delivered and maintained to stringent conditions. 

e FUNCTIONALLY LINKED LAND: Proposed allocations at Langport and Martock would potentially lead to the loss of the finite amount 
of available functionally linked land to the Somerset Levels and Moors SPA and Ramsar site. Suggests that the assessment of 
whether the site and neighbouring land constitute a significant area of supporting habitat should be made at plan level and not (as 
advocated by the HRA) postponed to the planning application stage. Advise that this is undertaken to inform the Appropriate 
Assessment at Reg. 19 stage together with whether and how suitable mitigation could be delivered. 

e ATMOSPHERIC POLLUTION: Agree with HRA that suitable modelling needs to be undertaken at the earliest opportunity to inform 
the Appropriate Assessment of the Regulation 19 version of the plan which should provide for any mitigation that may be required. 
It is stated that the LPR refers to the Duty to Co-operate but there is currently no evidence base with details of discussions. It is 


therefore considered that the LPR has not been prepared in accordance with the NPPF, the PPG or legislation. Considers that it will 
be necessary to engage with the appropriate bodies under the duty and take this into account prior to drafting policies — as this 
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engagement cannot be undertaken and will have to be retrospectively applied, this is contended to be a significant issue. Evidence 

should be made available on an on-going basis not just at the time of submission. 

e Need to identify the benefits for new businesses to locate in South Somerset in policy. 

e Somerset County Council should be identified in this section as there will be strategic issues that will benefit from Statements of 
Common Ground or covered by the Duty to Cooperate. Some of the school catchment areas and parental choice have cross- 
boundary and transport implications, as have minerals and waste. 

e The evidence base to date does not appear to contain any details of discussions between the authorities and whether there are any 
cross-boundary issues, which may result in the need for SSDC to plan for the needs of other authorities. Evidence needs to be 
provided to show what discussions have taken place — not just at the time of submission. 

e Historic England would welcome the opportunity to enter into a Statement of Common Ground with the Council to ensure that a 
robust transport evidence base and appropriate mitigation can be developed and agreed ahead of the Plan Examination — this 
would enable Historic England to support the Plan put forward for examination. 

e Ensure that strategic links to the Dorset Local Plan are included and recognise that people may live/work in Dorset but also 
work/live in South Somerset. 

e States that the duty to co-operate is important given the tight boundary along the eastern edge of Yeovil with Dorset Council and 
that land to the east that might otherwise be considered for the expansion of Yeovil actually falls within Dorset. It is also 
considered that a substantial number of employees in Yeovil actually reside in Dorset which is evidenced by the Housing Market 
Areas and Functional Economic Market Areas report (2015) and the SHMA (2016). Contends that SSDC and DC should have a closer 
working relationship in the context of Yeovil to ensure that the sub-region is planned for effectively. 

o Asite is promoted to the east of Yeovil, which straddles both authority areas, and it is suggested that this could be identified 
through the respective Local Plan Reviews. Text is proposed for a policy supporting residential development at Land at 
Babylon Hill. 

e Asserts that to fully meet the legal requirements of the Duty to Co-operate the Council should engage on a constructive, active and 
on-going basis with its neighbouring authorities to address joint working on cross boundary issues. States that the Council should 
provide a signed Statement of Common Ground between itself and neighbouring authorities to evidence effective joint working on 
cross boundary issues. 


Section 2. Spatial Portrait of South Somerset 


Paras. 2.8 — e Recommends that the spatial portrait should recognise the role and significance of Yeovil. Considered to be a symptom of a broader 


2.19 underestimation of the potential of the District’s largest town — delivery of development at Yeovil should be a clear priority to 
achieve a sustainable pattern of growth. 
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e The identified high level of self-containment within the plan area is noted and the Local Plan is supported in seeking to meet the 
development needs in the most sustainable locations as set out in Policy SS1. 

e Para. 2.9 — With the A303 improvements and the Royal Naval Air Station at Yeovilton it would seem logical to adopt a policy of 
building houses where the jobs are created, providing a large reservoir of employment for any garden village proposals. 

e Supports paragraph 2.14 which acknowledges that tourism provides a significant contribution to the district’s economy, and how 
the planned improvements to the A303 and A358 provide an opportunity to increase expenditure in this sector. 

e Suggests that it is worth stating that agriculture makes up only 2% of employment in the district compared to 17% for retail and 
16% for manufacturing. Agriculture remains an intrinsic part of the overall economic picture but is hardly mentioned in the Plan. 

e Whilst the A303 Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA) is mentioned for South Somerset, the Plan should recognise the strong 
influence of the M5 corridor FEMA and the Exeter FEMA - the Plan policies need to be tested against these neighbouring FEMAs to 
ensure that they are justified. 

e Whilst current participation in the labour market is high the economy has not seen any real growth in jobs in recent years - SSDC 
does not have a clear and detailed Economic Strategy. 

e The time taken from inception to completion for high tech, high value businesses, means that the district loses out to more 
proactive areas of the country. 

e Information in paragraph 2.22 is incorrect as it details average house prices for Somerset rather than South Somerset. 

e Paragraph 2.25 - delivery in Market Towns and Rural Settlements is noted to be strong — therefore it would appear that housing 
growth should be directed to where it is more sustainable but also where it can be assured. 

e Given the ever increasing ageing population within the district there will be a greater need to consider the housing options to meet 
the needs of older people. 

e Paragraph 2.33 - no mention of the need or any planning for increased hospital, health centre or GP services as a result of growth. 

e Journeys in electric vehicles will become an essential mode of transport as it is not currently possible to operate a viable bus service 
across the district to give access to urban services such as health care and jobs. Given the ageing population it is considered that 
cycling and walking are not viable alternative modes. 

e Inrural areas, improvements to broadband and mobile connectivity need to be secured in all areas to make home working and 
online services viable. 

e Delete the final two sentences of paragraph 2.37 as out of date and does not mention other AONBs. Reference to AONB 
management plans would be more appropriate in the landscape policy section. 

e CPRE Somerset objectives take every opportunity to protect BMV agricultural land from development in perpetuity for the food 
security for future generations. 

e Some of the highest quality agricultural land is found within South Somerset such as Yeovil Sands, and should be protected as best 
and most versatile land that supports may associated food producing industries. 
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The setting of the Dorset AONB in South Somerset should be considered in planning applications along the southern boundary. 
The Nature Reserve at Hardington Moor, ‘Coker Ridge Area’ should be included in paragraph 2.38. 
Include strong green infrastructure and reduce the impact of any development on dark night skies and the historic environment 


(particularly in relation to the south SUE and YV2) 


The rich and diverse historic environment of South Somerset including the Ham stone villages and Blue Lias towns and villages, and 
other heritage assets should be preserved for future generations. 
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Section 3. Strategic Objectives and Vision 
Considers the section is weak on the commitments in relation to the declared ‘climate and ecological crisis’. 
Needs to refer to protecting and restoring habitats, protecting and creating more woodland. 
Para. 3.4 e Welcomes the district’s Vision for the future in relation to its respect for its past and the associated Strategic Objectives. 
(Vision) e Strongly agrees that the area should be promoted as ‘The Gateway to the South West’. 

e Suggests that the Vision also recognises the opportunity for tourism and leisure growth and the need to improve access between 
the A303 and Yeovil to encourage this (suggested rewording provided). 

e A focus on sustainable places in the Vision is welcomed, but a healthy natural environment should be explicitly mentioned in the 
Vision. It is suggested that this would better position the positive policy wording relating to green infrastructure. 

e Recommends that the Vision includes reference to the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the management of these 
nationally important landscapes. 

e Questions whether there is a need to wait 16 years for the Vision to be achieved. Considers that the Vision promises vibrant, safe, 
healthy communities but it appears that any improvements will only be in towns such as Yeovil, Chard and Wincanton, and also 
references that the district will have low carbon towns. 

e There is nowhere in the Plan that allows for building of road infrastructure in rural areas. 

e Suggested changes to the Vision regarding the sentence relating to economy and housing: “/t will have a prosperous and productive 
economy and a quality tourism offer, building on existing strengths and provide a choice of high quality housing options for all.” 

e Considers that the Council could strive for a clearer, shorter, more tangible and more ambitious vision that currently set out. 
Suggests that the Vision focuses on: 

o Delivering new homes, economic development and facilities in Yeovil, main towns and larger villages 
o Making provision for essential green, social and physical infrastructure to support development 
o Identifying, improving and protecting the District’s most important environmental assets 

e Considers that the plan proposals do not contribute to the aspirations of the Vision, particularly with regard to the level of 
proposed growth and allocation YV2 which contravenes the objective to conserve and enhance the natural environment. 

e Generally support the Vision, but consider that for South Somerset to be sustainable, it needs to be recognised that long term 
allocations have not been implemented, such as land to the east of Chard (CEDA). Considers that sites that are readily available and 
deliverable should be implemented. 

o Promotes Land at Mount Hindrance, Chard that can provide significant community benefits. 

e Disagrees with the Vision in the respect of housing proposals in Templecombe that will not make the countryside attractive social 

or healthy due to impacts on traffic levels, pedestrian safety, and the historic importance of the village. 
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Para. 3.5 e Agrees with the objectives particularly Objective 1 that seeks to deliver sufficient homes to meet the needs of the district’s 

(Strategic residents. 

Objectives) e Considers that the Vision provides for a mixture of growth and improvement in the District and the Strategic Objectives are wide 
ranging and cover the essential areas of the Plan. 

e Welcomes the District’s Vision for the future in relation to the respect for its past and the associated key Strategic Objectives. 

e Supports the majority of the strategic objectives — particularly meeting the climate change and flooding. 

e Welcomes the strategic objectives identified, particularly objective 1 that seeks to deliver a sufficient supply of homes via a 
sustainable settlement strategy and objective 7 which seeks to promote the effective use of land in meeting the need for homes. 

e Welcomes the inclusion of healthy and safe communities within the strategic objectives. Suggests that health care facilities are also 
included as part of the vitality of town centres. 

e itis considered that from an environmental and sustainability perspective, promoting healthy and safe communities, including 
promoting walking and cycling and access to green spaces does not take place in rural communities. 

e |n meeting the challenge of climate change and flooding it is suggested that housing developments should, wherever possible, use 
local materials which have a low carbon footprint, be located in settlements with sustainable travel modes, close to places of 
employment, education and recreation, and where facilities for electrical transport can be provided - this would make smaller rural 
communities unsuitable for sustainable development. 

e For objectives relating to conserving and enhancing the natural environment and conserving and enhancing the historic 
environment it is considered that open space and “green enclaves” are part of the character of many rural settlements, they 
promote carbon capture and biodiversity, and they enhance the aesthetic value of rural settlements. Permitting housing 
development on such spaces would be contrary to these objectives. 

e Suggests that the tourism economy should be promoted within the strategic objectives and would be necessary to align with the 
overall Vision (suggested wording provided), as tourism is a key activity in the district that should continue to be strengthened. 

e Considers that the wording of the objectives implies that there is a hierarchy, using verbs ‘delivering’, ‘building’ and ‘ensuring’, 
whilst others use the verb ‘promoting’ — suggests that ‘promoting’ should be replaced by ‘delivering’ or ‘enabling’ to be more 
definitive. 

e With regard to strategic objective 4 (promoting healthy and safe communities) it is considered that the provision of open space is 
essential for the health of the population, but opportunities for open space provision are diminished due to development of 
greenfield land. 

e Suggests that green infrastructure should have stronger reference in objectives 5 and 9 (wording suggested), and must be 
embedded across multiple policy areas in order to be effectively planned for, funded, delivered and maintained. References to 
green infrastructure needed in strategic objectives 4, 7, 8 and 10. 
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e Objective 6 supports high quality communications - a recommendation to ensure that the felling of trees is avoided particularly 
street trees, ancient woodland and ancient and veteran trees. A policy is recommended to ensure specifications for replanting are 
required if younger trees are felled for this purpose. 

e Strategic Objectives —Templecombe: 

o Considers that the Plan does not make specific reference to the health and safety of its residents except within the Strategic 
Objectives. Specific concern is raised about the safety of existing infrastructure including the A357 through Henstridge and 
Templecombe, which is deemed unsafe and unfit for purpose. 

o The Vision and Objectives, particularly delivering a sufficient supply of homes are understood, however, it is considered that 
the experience in locations such as Templecombe is very different, particularly in relation to the delivery of affordable homes 
and adaptable/accessible homes the numbers of which are reduced once permission has been granted. 

o Interms of meeting the challenge of climate change, it is considered that the quantum of development being proposed for 
Templecombe will only increase travel by car and most homes will be built with oil fired heating. 

e Concern that making effective use of land is not considered and there is a ‘free for all’ for developers building on greenfield sites. 
The Plan should clearly explain how well designed places is intended to be delivered. 

e The elevation of Rural Settlements to Villages is not considered to conserve and enhance the natural or historic environment given 
the extensive building of houses that will occur. 

e Agree with the need for a balanced housing market with a range of both general and affordable housing. It is considered that to 
achieve this objective then suitable, available and deliverable sites should be identified such as the Land at Mount Hindrance in 
Chard. The Council not being able to demonstrate a 5 year land supply and allocating land that cannot be delivered is considered to 
counteract this objective. 

e Objectives 1 and 7 are considered to set the framework for delivering new homes and indicates that sites will be planned to 
maximise their efficiency. 

e Strategic Objective 7: The efficient use of land is an important principle of development and should be applied to all sites whether 
allocated or not. This approach needs to be better applied to SP1 Housing Provision South of Hospital Lane, South Petherton. 

e Strategic Objective 9 makes reference to climate change but does not refer to dealing with flooding. The Somerset Rivers Authority 
considers that flood management is an important consideration and the West of England Sustainable Drainage developer guide 
(section 1) should be afforded weight when reviewing existing policies. A Somerset specific guide (section 2) is to be produced and 
the Local Plan should make reference to this. 

e The objectives should refer to the SSDC commitments regarding the climate and ecological crisis and should aim to positively create 
more woodland and restore habitats. 

e Considers that the Strategic Objectives are a good summary of the needs of the people within the parish. However, the strategic 
policies do not go into enough detail about how these policies will meet the objectives. For example the term ‘high quality’ is not 
defined in relation to housing provision, and no details on how new investment will be secured to encourage economic growth. 
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The term ‘enable housing to meet all needs’ should be clarified as there should be more consultation with people who live in a 
settlement to understand what the particular needs are rather than an approach led by the Council, developers and landowners. 
Paras. 3.6 — The designation of large building sites as ‘strategic’ is not supported in the Local Plan Review, as the Martock Neighbourhood Plan 
3.8 is in its penultimate stage and these designations cannot be supported as: 
It undermines the NPPF which states that Neighbourhoods are able to choose where they want new homes and therefore is a 
matter for the Neighbourhood Plan. 
One site is only one of two fields separating the built up area boundaries of Coat and Martock, and building on this site would 
erode the physical distinction between the settlements. 
There is an implications that each of the allocated sites will be developed as a whole that would put a strain on village services. 
Large greenfield developments can only make the village more economically unsustainable — development should prioritise 
development to support local employment. 
Giving priority to the development of the best and most versatile agricultural land is not supported when other lower grade 
land is available, including brownfield sites. 
It is entirely unclear why some policies are identified as strategic and others are non-strategic. Examples are given where YV5 (25 
dwellings) is non-strategic and policies YV7 and YV8 (12 and 20 dwellings) are considered strategic with no apparent justification. 
Recommendation that the LPR makes a distinction between strategic and non-strategic policies. Strategic policies should address 
the Council’s identified strategic priorities for the development and use of land in the Plan area and set out an overall strategy for 
the pattern, scale and quality of development — they should not include detailed matters. 
Recommendation that the Council’s strategic policies should set out the Council’s overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality 
of development and make sufficient provision in accordance with the NPPF. 
It would be useful if relevant strategic allocation and place-making policies were cross referenced with Neighbourhood Plan policies 
to ensure that all relevant requirements are considered in terms of proposed allocations. 
Notes typos in paragraph 3.9 


Section 4. Delivering Sustainable Development 
Paragraph 4.3 refers to the NPPF’s role in indicating that the development plan is the “starting point” for decision making. There is 
primary legislation — the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, Section 38 (6) — which is the starting point. If there is 
reference to a starting point this paragraph should refer to the primary legislation, or add a footnote to it. 


Para 4.5 — © These paragraphs are important for setting the context of Neighbourhood Plans and how they interact with the Local Plan — 
4.6 wording is slightly convoluted and could be clearer. 
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Para 4.5 Paragraph 4.5 of the LPR suggests that where a Neighbourhood Plan is in place and the criteria identified in paragraph 14 of 
the NPPF apply, the policies which are most important for determining a planning application are not out-of-date. This is 
inconsistent with para. 14 of the NPPF. It does not prevent those policies from being out-of-date. Indeed, to do so as 
proposed by the LPR, could potentially afford full weight to an old Local Plan policy which is entirely inconsistent with the 
NPPF (contrary to paragraph 213 of the NPPF) in an area with a Neighbourhood Plan when the same policy would be 
considered to be entirely out-of-date in the neighbouring parish. This would be a perverse and inconsistent construction of 
national policy. 

Policy SD1 - Support for the wording of this policy. Considered important that the Council has recognised that it will take a positive approach 

Delivering to the presumption in favour of sustainable development. 

Sustainable Policy is a useful explanation of the Council’s approach to sustainable development and its’ positive approach to decision making. 

Development It needs to apply though the whole planning process. 

Policy is not strictly necessary as it is covered in the NPPF, but inclusion is supported in principle. However, as currently worded 
the policy text differs slightly from that of Paragraph 11. Given that the nuances of the NPPF paragraph wording are likely to be 
the subject of scrutiny and potentially case law; would suggest that Policy SD1 is either amended to reflect paragraph 11 exactly, 
or that it is simplified to just state that the presumption in favour of sustainable development (as set out at Paragraph 11) will be 
used when considering development proposals. 

Suggested that there is a consistent reference to the NPPF (not just “Framework” as in point 1 of section iii), to ensure it is as clear 
as possible. 

Policy should include wording to restrict development in such areas as where road safety through centres cannot be guaranteed. 
Policy should be deleted. It repeats national guidance and is not needed in the Plan. The presumption in favour of sustainable 
development is clearly set out in para 11 of the NPPF. The 2019 NPPF confirms that Local Plans should avoid unnecessary 
duplication including repetition of policies in the NPPF itself (para 16f). As set out in the NPPG (ID 61-036-20190723) there is no 
need to directly replicate the wording of the 2019 NPPF (para 11) in a policy in a Local Plan. The policy is carried over from the 
adopted plan and is no longer needed. By attempting to repeat national policy there is a danger that some inconsistencies creep 
in and lead to small but critical differences between national and local policy causing difficulties in interpretation and relative 
weighting. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (2019) is clear that the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’ does not 
automatically apply within AONBs, as confirmed by paragraph 11 footnote 6, due to other policies relating to AONBs elsewhere 
within the Framework. It would be appropriate in Section 4 to make it clear that the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development does not automatically apply in AONBs (NPPF, 2019, para 11, footnote 6). 





15 


South Somerset 
District Council 


South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





Supportive of the Policy but consider that it should go further and set out a local approach to planning matters to address the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development will be applied with regards to specific circumstances relevant to South 
Somerset linked to the Vision and objectives.. 








Section 5. Settlement Strategy 
raised regarding the numbers allocated to each settlement, and the calculation of the 5 year land supply. 

Para. 5.37 e Paragraph 5.37 refers to ‘reserve sites’ and the Council needs to consider whether reserve/contingency sites are included in the 
Local Plan Review to give landowners/developers some certainty. The allocation of additional sites would afford further 
flexibility given the level of housing delivered in recent years. 


Policy SS1 Support o O 





Policy SS1 Agree that it is useful to continue a hierarchical approach. 
In principle support for Policy SS1. It is considered important that the function of the settlements lower down the 
settlement hierarchy is recognised and the of services and facilities role these settlements play within the rural hinterland 
and their ability to accommodate future growth. 
Support for the settlement strategy, adding a Villages tier but retaining focus on Yeovil for future development. Concern in 


relation to the disconnect between this policy and the distribution of growth (Policy SS2). 


Policy SS1 Object o O 


Policy SS1 The settlement strategy of the adopted Local Plan has not been achieved with over-delivery in rural locations. Policy SS1 
does not provide for sustainable development but maintains the existing disruption of the settlement strategy with a 
proposed decline of growth at Yeovil. 

Suggested that the spatial approach requires a thorough review in order to identify new opportunities and provide the 
flexibility that the NPPF requires. The appeal allowed at Henstridge for 130 homes is cited as a case in point. It is 
recommended that the Settlement Role and Function Study is updated and the hierarchy is reconsidered in full. It is 
considered that development in rural areas can bring great benefits. 





Unclear why there is such a departure from the adopted Local Plan and more development is being considered at the 
Villages, particularly when bus service coverage is poor and in view of the climate change agenda. Objection to the more 
dispersed approach proposed, with growth in rural areas perceived to be at the expense of the higher tier settlements. 
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e The disadvantages of concentrating residential development primarily in a limited number of large schemes are raised and 
the advantages of including a wider range of smaller developments in some of the smaller residential development centres 
— such as the Rural Centres, Rural Settlements and the suggested Villages tier, which provides choice for buyers.. 

e Considers that the process is flawed and there is no explanation why alternative growth options have not been considered 
including a new settlement. 

e Recognises the importance of delivering homes in Somerset but this must be done in a controlled way that focusses on 
areas of need. Objection to agricultural land being utilised for development, and some sites are out of proportion to the 
amenities and infrastructure (such as Castle Cary). The development of brownfield sites is considered to be preferable. 

e Dwellings directed to rural areas will put a strain on Yeovil District Hospital. 

e Questions whether the Plan takes account of the loss of services experienced through the years of austerity. 

e The climate emergency is recognised by the Council and the Local Plan Review mentions the need to reduce emissions 
from vehicles — therefore it is considered that new dwellings should be located near areas of high employment and good 
public transport or cycle/pedestrian links. Should avoid locating new housing in Villages/Rural Settlements. 

e HIGHWAYS: Of the settlements proposed in the settlement strategy there are several site allocations which have the 
potential to impact upon the SRN and where Highways England would seek mitigation for any development site which has 
a severe impact on the SRN. In the absence of a robust transport evidence base, the settlements where development 
allocations are considered most likely to impact on the SRN include: 

o Yeovil —its close links to the A303 via the A37 —need to consider the impact of traffic on the SRN to ensure that 
growth can be delivered sustainably and if any infrastructure is required this needs to be agreed with HE. 

o Chard- owing to its close links with the A303, planned development has the potential to impact on the SRN. The 
proposed dualling of the A358 is highlighted. 

o Ilminster — given the proximity of the town to the SRN, consider that future growth could have a significant impact on 
the SRN particularly at Southfields roundabout which could require a need for highway intervention. Whether the 
proposed dualling of the A358 can support the level of growth proposed will need to be determined through a 
transport assessment. 

o Wincanton - future growth is likely to have a significant impact on the SRN and may result in the need for mitigation. 

o Other settlements — less concern is noted in respect of the SRN but allocations are all located in close proximity to the 
A303 meaning that traffic generated is likely to route via the SRN, particularly at IIchester with the potential to impact 
on the A303/A37 junction. 

YEOVIL 
e Support for the settlement strategy with continued focus on development at Yeovil, and notes that the settlement strategy 


in the adopted Local Plan has not delivered as intended with higher than intended growth in Rural Settlements and large 
urban extensions taking longer to come forward. 
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e  |tis recommended that Yeovil should remain the overall focus for new growth with the unique aerospace cluster 
supported by further new housing to allow for a relatively high level of self-containment to be maintained. 
Questions the overall spatial strategy proposed and the distribution of housing growth, with a lower proportion directed to 
Yeovil. 
The spatial strategy is also queried on the basis that the proposed SUEs and housing allocations sites are all located on the 
periphery of the town in locations that have seen recent development — this approach is considered to be flawed on the 
basis that has resulted in an irregular settlement pattern with the town centre effectively on the south-western edge of the 
town, exacerbating difficulties in encouraging sustainable modes of transport. Why Council has not worked closer with 
Dorset Council to appropriately plan for growth on the eastern side of Yeovil is questioned. 
MARKET TOWNS 
Support for the settlement strategy particularly the increased role of the Primary Market Towns in delivering growth. 
CREWKERNE: support for the settlement strategy and the identification of Crewkerne as a Primary Market Town and the 
provision of additional housing development in sustainable locations that allow the settlement to grow. 
The town is recognised as having a strong service role, good public transport (including e railway station), and reasonable 
levels of self-containment, and therefore a logical location for additional growth. 
‘Land at Goldwell Farm, Crewkerne’ promoted for development. The identification of Crewkerne as a Primary Market Town 
is Supported as the town has a wide range of strategic services and facilities, including an economic role and regular bus 
services to other towns including Yeovil, Chard and Ilminster, with a train station on the Exeter/Waterloo line. It is 
therefore considered to be logical that additional growth is directed towards Crewkerne. 
CHARD: It is considered that a disproportionate number of sites have proposed allocations at Chard in comparison to other 
Primary Market Towns, and that there is an over-reliance on Chard to deliver housing growth for the district. The 
deliverability of these longstanding allocations is also questioned. Allocations should take a greater weight across all 
Primary Market Towns for a more balanced supply. 
The settlement strategy, with continued focus on development at the Primary Market Towns is supported, particularly at 
Chard where additional growth will service to increase self-containment and enhance the town’s economic and service 
role. Together with the reinvigorated Chard Regeneration Plan it is logical that significant additional growth should be 
directed towards the settlement. 
Concerns raised in relation to Chard include: 
o Growth levels in Chard are considered to be excessive and disproportionate compared to Yeovil and Crewkerne and 

states that there are no railway stations and no public transport on Sundays. 

No route is shown on the map for a by-pass for the town. 

Impact on the setting of the Blackdown Hills is not considered. 

Questions the need for further employment land as existing businesses are finding it hard to recruit. 
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o Growth should result in improvements to the bus network, better cycling facilities in the town, and the reopening of 
Chard Junction Station as a minimum. 
Submission regarding ‘Land West of Crimchard, Chard’ (allocation Policy CH3) supporting the identification of Chard as a 
Primary Market Town. Confirmation that the owners have unencumbered title to the land and they are not aware of any 
legal constraints that would inhibit development for housing 
The settlement strategy is supported, particularly in relation to Chard, which is considered to have the capacity to 
accommodate additional housing development to meet local need. The site ‘Land at Mount Hindrance’ is specifically 
referred to in this regard 
ILMINSTER: the direction of increased growth to Primary Market Towns is supported, particularly at Ilminster. 
LANGPORT: ‘Land off A378, near Langport’ is promoted for the development of 25-30 homes (within Curry Rivel parish- 
adjacent The Grange Nursing Home). 
Submission of ‘Land at Ducks Hill, Huish Episcopi, Langport’ — support for the identification of Langport/Huish Episcopi as a 
Local Market Town. Objection to the omission of this site as an allocated housing site. The omission of land at Ducks Hill is 
not considered justified in terms of reasonable alternatives, or consistent with national policy in enabling the delivery of 
sustainable development 
The identification of Langport and Huish Episcopi as a Local Market Town is supported given the range of functions the 
settlement performs and the services it provides. It is considered that the town is capable of accommodating a reasonable 
increase in housing numbers over the plan period. 
RURAL CENTRES 

e The role of the Rural Centres is supported as they provide a focal point for the surrounding area for retail and community 
service provision and in some cases provide employment. It is considered that some additional housing growth will 
support their role and meet local needs. 
The 11% growth proposed in the Rural Centres is a missed opportunity, and this tier of settlements has been historically 
important to housing delivery. 
BRUTON: support for the identification of Bruton as a Rural Centre on the basis of its population, public transport 
provision, railway station, schools, shops and services, economic role, and potential for future growth. It is considered that 
affordable housing and starter homes will be needed to accommodate the high percentage of workers in lower paying 
industries and to ensure greater self-containment. 
It is essential that the appropriate level of housing development is provided within the Rural Centres to ensure their long- 
term viability. The Council should acknowledge the role that Bruton plays through identifying suitable sites to ensure its 
function is supported. 





19 





South Somerset 


District Council 


South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 


ILCHESTER: The Parish Council assumes that current housing growth for 140 dwellings satisfies the policy and there is no 
evidence for demand other than a few dozen houses for expanding local families. IIchester’s unique archaeological and 
flood constraints forces development away from the village centre and does not contribute to sustainable development. 
MARTOCK: The identification of Martock as a Rural Centre is supported given its local service role. 

Noted that permission granted for an additional 1.2ha at Martock Business Park and a further 15 small business units at 
Stock Road. It is considered that new homes in Martock will enable the settlement to grow and thrive and will support 
local services. 

MILBORNE PORT: the identification of Milborne Port as a Rural Centre is supported, and the provision of additional 
housing development in sustainable locations to allow the settlement to grow. It is considered that recent outline 
permission for a mixed use scheme will improve local resident access to facilities and offer employment opportunities to 
improve overall self-containment. The settlement is reasonably well served by public transport with nearby railway 
stations at Sherborne and Templecombe. 

The Plan should seek to maximise housing in sustainable and deliverable locations such as Milborne Port. The designation 
of Milborne Port as a Rural Centre is supported and the settlement should be considered for a higher proportion of 
housing growth through the identification of further small to medium sized sites at the edge of the settlement, which 
would meet the government’s aspiration for diversifying the housing market and enable faster delivery of sites. 


VILLAGES AND RURAL SETTLEMENTS 


Designation of Villages is supported by a number of respondents as a proactive step to deliver more housing, as focal 
points for smaller settlements and a base for tourist attractions. 

Policy SS1’s statement that development will be restricted in Rural Settlements appears to be misleading given that more 
dwellings are being distributed towards Rural Settlements than the Local Market Towns and Rural Centres and Villages. In 
reality Policy SS4 is a positive policy towards development in those qualifying Rural Settlements. 

Welcome reference to Rural Settlements in relation to ongoing patterns of development. 

Rural Settlements (particularly those close to the A303/358) have experienced growth that has compensated for the low 
rates of delivery in Yeovil and the Market Towns. 

The introduction of Villages is supported although the evidence suggests that there are a number of other villages that 
have a range of services and facilities which can only be sustained by more housing. Suggest that all 32 settlements (Rural 
Settlements) are identified as Villages in the hierarchy. 

It is considered that the Villages tier is fundamentally different from Rural Settlements tier. 

Smaller settlements under considerable development pressure will be alleviated by the proposed policy approach in SS1 
and SS4. 
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e Concerns over the need for Rural Settlements to have four of the six listed services and what this will mean for small 
communities that have fewer facilities but have a primary school- questions whether primary schools should be given a 
special rating given its pivotal community role and to enable growth in such settlements to help sustain them over the 
longer term. 

e Concern at the level of development being delivered for housing in rural areas and the issue of coalescence for Rural 
Settlements. 

e tis considered that the settlement strategy will guard against the loss of unique village identities and character in the 
smaller rural settlements. 

e Unclear why certain settlements have been reclassified and others have not. Need a clearer explanation. 

e Unclear why there is a departure from the adopted Local Plan with more development being considered in rural areas 
where public transport is poor and especially in view of the climate change agenda. 

e Suggested that there is no need to move away from the adopted Policy SS2 which ensures the development needs of Rural 
Settlements can be met. The new tier of Villages should be resisted and retain the adopted Local Plan criteria for a 
hierarchy. The lack of a5 year land supply has led to smaller settlements becoming vulnerable to speculative development. 

e Preferable if the status of all Rural Settlements remained as per the adopted Local Plan. Recommended that if the 
additional category of Villages is needed, there should be safeguards to avoid over development in individual settlements. 
It is important that the status of the Villages is reassessed during the 5 year plan review process 

e The new tier of Villages should not be at the expense of focussing development in the most sustainable locations — i.e. 
Yeovil and the Primary Market Towns. 

e Does the split between Villages and Rural Settlements mean unrestricted growth in the Villages against no development in 
smaller settlements which may benefit from some limited growth? 

e The Local Plan Review process should look in detail at the NPPF in respect of the provision of rural housing and the concept 
of clusters of smaller settlements where development in one village may support services in another nearby. Suggests 
there remains a gap in relation to smaller villages and how they might operate as parts of clusters or in relation to nearby 
settlements. Suggests a suitable policy for smaller rural settlements to fulfil the provisions in the NPPF in a consistent way 
rather than the ad hoc approach currently undertaken with regards to infilling in small hamlets and clusters. Further 
question raised regarding whether it is appropriate to cluster settlements to reach a collective level of services. 

e Interms of sustainable transport, it is suggested that with the rise in electric/hybrid vehicles, the rise in car journeys in 
urban or rural areas is no longer inherently unsustainable. This approach is considered to be supported by national policy 
and legislation through the conversion of rural buildings and conversions of agricultural buildings in rural areas. 
Furthermore it is stated that what constitutes a remote or an isolated location has been confirmed through the court of 
appeal. 
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e The reclassification of more Rural Settlements into the Villages tier is recommended, including Merriott. It is also 
considered that there is little difference in the policy wording relating to Rural Centres, Villages and Rural Settlements 
which means the aspirations for each category are unclear. The methodology and scoring used to define which settlements 
are sustainable is not particularly clear in the evidence document. The updates to evidence need to consider that: 

O people choose where they live rather than being coerced in to the larger centres; 

a diverse range of site types and sizes can be developed to provide opportunities for SMEs; 

more town/parish councils will benefit from CIL; 

infrastructure pressures will be diluted 

evidence should consider mobile services that may be available such as Post Office, bank and library services. 

o road safety for the existing population both for transport and pedestrians. 

e Policy should be revised to allow growth in Villages according to their scale, character and sustainability. 

e As there are no development areas proposed for the Villages it is acknowledged that development proposals would follow 
the planning application route, and that a site being adjacent to existing development would meet the policy criteria in 
terms of a suitable location. 

e Recommended that a proportionate approach is taken towards development in Rural Settlements rather than the 
restrictive approach taken. 

e |tis recommended that if the Villages tier is to identify Rural Settlements that have sufficient sustainability credentials to 
accommodate development then any Rural Settlements under Policy SS4 should be considered inappropriate for anything 
other than minor development. 

e Suggested that the rationale for treating Rural Settlements differently is not justified. It would be more appropriate for 
Rural Settlements (as well as Rural Centres and Market Towns) to consider the availability of suitable means of commuting 
to where employment is available without adversely impacting existing settlements. 

e Long Sutton: it is suggested that Long Sutton should be re-assessed as the evidence wrongly assets that the HELAA did not 
identify any sites that could accommodate new dwellings and N/LOSU/0003 is identified as suitable and available for 43 
dwellings. The settlement has a high level of local services and therefore has sufficient justification to be reclassified as a 
Village. 

e Ilton: Submission in respect of interest in the site ‘Land off Merryfield Road, Ilton’ — forms an omission site submission to 
the HELAA. The introduction of the Villages category into Policy SS1 is supported, but disagree with the omission of Ilton in 
this category, based on its comparable sustainability criteria and land availability. 

e Promotion of Ilton as a Village given the availability of the site off Merryfield Road, and following a review of the evidence 
it is considered that Ilton performs better than or similarly to other settlements that are proposed Villages such as North 
Cadbury, Sparkford and Queen Camel. 


O O O © 
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e East Coker: sites located in and around East Coker are considered suitable for the discreet extension of the village’s 
housing stock. These sites are submitted to be included in the Local Plan Review for residential development (Waite 
Chartered Surveyors). 

e Broadway and Horton: Objection to the reclassification of Broadway and Horton as a Village, and further objection to the 
classification of Broadway and Horton as one settlement. The pace of development and potential for further development 
that will create problems for existing inadequate infrastructure. 

e Objection to the way Broadway is designated as a Village and there is no sound basis for considering Broadway and Horton 
as one village as they are separated by a river and green space and have their own parish councils and facilities. The only 
shared facilities are the school and GP surgery. Suggests that Broadway is treated as a settlement in its own right. There 
are poor bus services, and the proposed dualling of the A358 is likely to constrain access to the settlement. The economic 
data is misleading as it takes into account a much larger area. Broadway has provided 71 of the 96 dwellings for Broadway 
and Horton and a further 23 are expected. It is considered that the village should not have any further development. 

e Tatworth: Land at Perry Street, Tatworth promoted for residential development — suggested that a site allocation policy 
TAT1 Housing Growth at Perry Street, Tatworth is inserted in the Plan. 

e Concerns are raised in relation to the methodology used to establish the Villages tier — in particular with regard to 
Tatworth. It is considered that the sustainability credentials of Tatworth have been underestimated in the evidence report 
(The Potential for Rural Settlements to be Designated Villages). No key is provided for the colour coded matrix although it 
is assumed that green is positive findings, red negative and white neutral. Having regard to the assessment categories the 
findings for Tatworth are considered inaccurate — as follows. 

o A figure of 43 dwellings has been identified, however the site that is being promoted can deliver at least 120 dwelling 
during the plan period. This should be updated to 163 dwellings. 

o Employment density figures that includes nearby settlements is considered to undermine results and a figure of 0.25 
should be sufficient to assist with self-containment for the settlement. 

o  Tatworth should receive a positive score for accessibility as it has an hourly bus service to Taunton. 

o Itis considered that the settlement’s edge is unencumbered from environmental constraints should be reclassified 
with a positive rating. 

e Areview of higher tier settlements is also suggested, and this should include a re-evaluation of the Rural Centre tier, as it is 
considered likely that Tatworth is able to be considered as a Rural Centre. 

e The Parish Council do not object to the reclassification of Tatworth as a Village, but it is suggested that small scale infill 
development is appropriate. It is recommended that further detail is needed in the Plan regarding the distribution criteria 
of the new homes apportioned to the Villages through a dedicated policy to ensure new housing could not be outside the 
existing settlement boundary to ensure there is no danger of expansion towards Chard and loss of village character. 
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e The reclassification of Tatworth as a Village is supported, but the settlement should be named as Tatworth and South 
Chard to avoid any doubt that the designation refers to the totality of the built up area. 

e Noted that the HELAA identifies a suitable site for 43 dwellings and it is considered that this is balanced by an increase in 
employment opportunities to discourage out-commuting. 

e As the largest of the Rural Settlements, Tatworth is suggested for Rural Centre status, and that Tatworth and South Chard 
has the potential for further growth within and adjacent to the village to meet the needs of the settlement in a sustainable 
manner. 

e Charlton Horethorne: objects to the request by Grassroots Planning that the settlement should be moved into the Village 
category and lose its Rural Settlement status. 

e Proposes that Charlton Horethorne is reclassified to take its fair share of development for the following reasons: 

o Unlikely to cause any more car journeys than development in Milborne Port as most comparison goods shops and 
supermarkets are in Sherborne. 

o It has five of the key services a general store, primary school, church, hotel/restaurant, village hall — they share the 
Milborne Port surgery and have an underused B Road to Sherborne. 

o Has abundant open countryside. 

e Land promoted at Charlton Horethorne for mixed land use development (20-25 dwellings, POS, employment land) through 
the Local Plan Review and HELAA. It is recommended that the site is allocated in order to provide certainty for residents in 
terms of overall control over the development coming forward and the expected rate of delivery. 

e Noted that the settlement tier omits Charlton Horethorne due to the absence of a bus service and lack of sites put forward 
through the HELAA. Promoting the site as a land allocation seeks to redress one of the reasons for discounting the 
settlement as a Village. The site would contribute towards a critical mass that would make an operator more inclined to 
bring back a service — also highlighted is the fact that other settlements accorded the status of Village do not have a bus 
service. 

e North Cadbury: The reclassification of North Cadbury from a Rural Settlement to a Village is questioned. It is understood 
that the settlement is perceived to be suitable for further development, but it is considered that this would radically 
change the character of the village and the Parish Council are committed to protect this through the preparation of a 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

e Templecombe: Objections to the reclassification of the settlement from a Rural Settlement to a Village for the following 
reasons: 

o Development on the Manor Farm site will destroy all archaeological remains on the site and it is considered that the 
site is of significant historic interest, with investigations undertaken by the Time Team. Possible presence of a foot and 
mouth burial pit from the 1960’s. 


24 


South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





o (Questions development at Manor Farm in relation to the brownfield designation, reasons for refusal on previous 
applications, changes that could affect eligibility for planning permission, and timescales. 

o An issue, not of development per se, but the overall scale of development being proposed. 

o The potential to use East Street as an access route for new development is considered to be dangerous as the road is 
narrow with no pavements. 

o Issues also raised regarding the potential for development at Bowden Road (HELAA site) regarding intrusion into the 
countryside and existing development in the village has met overall needs. 

o Current new dwellings are not selling, and cheap high density housing is unlikely to attract employees at Thales which 
provides high-tech specialist employment. 

o Adverse impacts on views to the village from proposed new development at West Street. 

o Concerns over the impact on the historic and natural environment as a result of building on greenfield land, which 
should be prioritised for growing food. 

o Questions whether the Peripheral Landscape Study being ignored. 

o Little employment in the village despite the presence of a large specialist employer which introduces large volumes of 
traffic into the area, and its expansion will only offer new roles to mostly non-residents. 

o The bus service does not serve the local college in Yeovil anymore and there is no evening or Sunday services. The 
school is at capacity with no room to expand. 

o The QP is a satellite service and not permanent. 

o Concerns regarding noise and light pollution and impact on migrating starlings from proposed development in the 
village. 

o There is a need for starter homes and single occupancy dwellings which recent developments do not seem to provide. 
The definition of affordable housing to buy being at 80% of market value is too high for average income households. 

o General housing being built largely attract people who work outside the village, contributing to increased car journeys. 

o Poor bus service and the train service does not connect to Yeovil in a meaningful way — the station car park is already 
over-subscribed and on-street parking is leading to congestion. 

o Significant parts of the village have no footpaths/pavements and the A357 is used by a significant number of HGVs that 
often cause congestion and resulting air pollution at bottlenecks. Suggests that HGVs are routed away from the village 
if the change to Village status goes ahead. Need for a by-pass suggested. 

o The High Street (A357) is narrow and has no footpath in places and dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists. 

o Noise levels from traffic recorded 85-92 decibels and according to NHS website regular exposure to noise levels over 85 
decibels can be harmful. 

o There is one chip shop and a café — both with no parking. 

Oo Speed restrictions to be enforced and parking permits required for streets near the railway station. 


25 


South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





o GWR do not operate the Exeter-Waterloo service and questions if the accuracy of the evidence regarding plans for 
additional station car parking is accurate. Further parking is needed at the train station. 

o The train service to Yeovil has limitations for commuting due to the distance from the town centre (Yeovil Junction) 

o Development will exacerbate existing inequalities in the housing market, making it more difficult for young people to 
purchase a property in their community. 

o Limited social amenities (no pub/restaurant) 

o The Plan states approximately 60 dwellings over its lifespan whereas there are currently proposals for approximately 
220 dwellings which is approximately a 30% increase in the size of the village — there is a need to look at the cumulative 
impact of this level of development on existing infrastructure and facilities. 

o Pressure on roads will be exacerbated by development in Henstridge and Stalbridge that will lead to an increase in 
traffic travelling to the A303. 

o The layout of the village provides little opportunity for communal spaces in central locations. Developments remote 
from the village centre are likely to lead to smaller communities and a breakdown in community cohesion. 

o Issue of the cumulative effect of development on existing local services and infrastructure 

o No provision for housing with lower carbon emissions, and increase in vehicle movements will cause increased 
pollution. Development will lead to reliance on the car to access employment, schools and other services. 

o Development in Templecombe needs to be fully estimated in terms of highway improvements and safety measures for 
vehicles and pedestrians, and additional capacity at the school. 

o Settlement the density of new housing should be lower than urban areas to allow more room for families, provide 
adequate parking and bin storage. 

e Support for the reclassification of Templecombe to a Village as it is a sustainable settlement and new development should 
be directed to this location given the range of services, level of employment and railway station on the Exeter/Waterloo 
line. 

e Confirmation that HELAA site E/ABTE/0004 (Land off Bowden Road) remains suitable, available and developable for 
residential development. 

e The Slades Hill development will secure expansion of the school and continued growth will enable the GP surgery to 
operate longer opening hours. 

e Given the evidence reinforced by the report The Potential for Rural Settlements to be Designated Villages and comparison 
with higher tier settlements, it is considered that Templecombe should be regarded as a Rural Centre. It is suggested that 
commuters could be accommodated within the settlement through additional housing, given that there is expected to be a 
shortfall in workers within the settlement across the plan period to meet the current number of jobs. 

e Site at West Street, Templecombe appears to be reasonable if traffic issues can be overcome. 


26 


South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





e Henstridge: The impact that the 130 houses allowed on appeal will have on local infrastructure, has yet to be seen. The 
evidence paper The Potential for Rural Settlements to be Designated Villages needs to be updated to accurately reflect the 
current status of the site. There is no scope for further significant additional development in the village, therefore it should 
be removed from the proposed tier and remain as a Rural Settlement. 

e Objection to the change in status from Rural Settlement to a Village given the increase in traffic along the A357 which is 
already busy and dangerous. Recommendation that HGVs are routed away from the village if the change to Village status 
goes ahead. 

e Concern is extended to Henstridge (also nominated as a Village) and the potential change this policy could have on two 
closely related villages (with Templecombe) that have already seen significant development. 

e Lack of employment and worsening traffic problems are likely to be exacerbated by further growth. 

e Queen Camel: The recognition the Plan makes in reclassifying Queen Camel from a Rural Settlement to a Village based on 
the facilities the village is appreciated. However, it is considered that this change will result in more housing putting 
pressure on the village and it would be inappropriate to allocate so many houses in the village when the community is 
drafting a Neighbourhood Plan and a lower number as previously agreed. Requests that the housing needs assessment for 
the area is shared and that the impacts of the proposed growth will have on the village will be fully considered. 

e Merriott: Land at Church Road, Merriott promoted for 49 dwellings (site has resolution to grant outline planning 
permission). Merriott considered to be a sustainable settlement and Policy SS4 would prevent this development from 
coming forward. The village has a range of facilities, but has not been proposed to be reclassified as a Village in the Plan 
due to lack of employment and public transport and environmental constraints. It is considered that the employment data 
used is inadequate to inform the grading of settlements as it is unclear whether home-working and self-employed are 
included. As with all villages, it is stated that Merriott is rural in nature with higher levels of out-commuting being a normal 
occurrence. Both Crewkerne and the A303 are easily accessible from the village, and a number of bus services are 
available. It is suggested that Merriott is similar to Broadway and Horton which is proposed in the Village tier — but 
Broadway and Horton has no public transport and no new employment land. Furthermore, it is asserted that the 
description provided for Rural Centres could be equally applied to Merriott. Suggests that ‘The Potential for Rural 
Settlements to be Designated Villages’, does not use reliable evidence, has downplayed the credentials of Merriott, and 
appears to set the bar higher than for Rural Centres. 

e Objection to the exclusion of Merriott with the designated Rural Centres or Villages categories in Policy SS1 — considered 
that omission from either of these categories is unsound and not justified — for the following reasons: 

o Méerriott meets the level one criteria in terms of population, community services, and potential housing growth. 
Under the level two criteria, Merriott also scores highly with only a few practical constraints in terms of BMV 
agricultural land and a small area of flood risk. The SA concludes that the settlement is not recommended for 
inclusion in the Villages category and also notes low job density, and limited bus services. 
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o Merriott is a village with a good range of local services and a thriving community which would benefit from further 
employment and housing growth. It is noted that some suitable sites may not have been put forward through the 
HELAA, whilst others may have been dismissed due to uncertainty over availability. 

o The settlement is reasonably self-contained and growth should not be resisted due to under provision of bus services 
— community transport does provide alternative sustainable transport. It is considered that Merriott performs equally 
or better than the majority of settlements in the Villages category, with a high level of residents in employment and 
Capacity to accommodate further growth to increase. 

e Keinton Mandeville: Objects to the proposed reclassification as a Village - the Parish Council suggests than under delivery 
in Yeovil should not be solved by distributing development to more rural communities that will exacerbate climate change, 
and raises the following concerns: 

o Questions whether a study of the traffic implications has been undertaken. 

o States that the village experiences regular traffic congestion as a result of additional development in neighbouring 

towns (e.g. Somerton) and villages. 

Village is inundated with trucks and lorries, particularly those too high for the railway bridge on the A37. 

Residents on the High Street have to park on the street and this exacerbates congestion. 

The village has very little employment and the majority of workers commute. 

It is considered that since 2012 the number of dwellings has increased by 15.7% with no improvements to 

infrastructure or public transport. 

o There area number of amenities that are not present including a senior school, main supermarket, dentist, pharmacy, 
hospital, and GP surgery. 

o The distance to nearby towns is highlighted — the closest being 6 miles. There is no direct public transport connection 
with Yeovil, Wells or Taunton. 

e Promotion of land at Oriana, Land to the rear of Church Street, Keinton Mandeville [revision of HELAA site E/KEMA/0008] 
supports the introduction of the Villages category, but it is suggested that sufficient sites should be allocated to meet the 
requirements where there are no neighbourhood plans being brought forward to make allocations. 

e Keinton Mandeville is considered to have a good level of services and self-containment and its change of status to a Village 
is supported. Recommendation that it would be prudent to allocate appropriate sites for housing and the site for 9 
dwellings (19/02211/OUT) would be appropriate for allocation in the LPR. 

e Land South of High Street, Keinton Mandeville promoted for development. Support for the reclassification of Keinton 
Mandeville as a Village and a recommendation is made that allocations should be made on developable land within the 
Villages tier, to avoid uncertainties. The site is considered to be accessible and would likely require phasing for up to 60 
dwellings, open space and landscaping. 


O O O © 
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e Sparkford: Land promoted at Cherry Pie Lane recently granted outline planning permission for 36 dwellings and a site fora 
village hall. Fully supports the reclassification of Sparkford as a Village and states that there are further sites in the village 
that can be delivered in the short term and would be suitable for allocation. 

e HELAA omission site for mixed use in Sparkford (Robert Rhys). Consider that Sparkford is a sustainable location for 
development in the context of the NPPF enhancing the vitality of rural communities and supporting a prosperous rural 
economy. Support for the designation of Sparkford as a Village. The proposed site is adjacent to the settlement along its 
south-west boundary. 

e The Charltons: Parish Council recognises the proposed status of The Charltons within the Village category. It is suggested 
that the sustainability of housing growth is checked every 5 years to ensure the requisite facilities continue to operate and 
if the settlement can reasonably sustain further development. 

e Curry Rivel: The Parish Council rejects the statement that the village is a sustainable area for development for the 
following reasons: 

o Inthe context of a climate emergency the policy would result in Curry Rivel becoming a dormitory village, increasing 
emissions. 

o Langport is an area with low potential of employment as transport links as so poor, meaning new residents in Curry 
Rivel will have to travel a considerable distance to work. 

o Majority of working age residents have to travel by car for employment. 

o Itis considered there is no prospect of getting a rail station back in Langport even though the stretch of railway 
between Taunton and Castle Cary is the longest stretch without a station. 

o Objection to Curry Rivel being reclassified as a Village due to the impact on the environment, in the context of 
recognising a climate emergency — should remain as a Rural Settlement. 

o Issues in the village regarding congestion and increased traffic arising from growth in Langport and Somerton. Any 
addition to this by enabling considerable development in residential settlements is considered to show lack of 
foresight and planning. 

o Issues of sustainability of local infrastructure and services: low numbers attending the church, the narrow pavements 
along the A road affecting access to the shop by car and on foot with no provision for cyclists. The primary school is 
stated to be oversubscribed, and public transport is regarded to be very poor with no direct access to the nearest 
hospital. Lack of services including health centre, secondary school, and no prospect of economic development. 

o Limited public transport, traffic congestion and a lack of parking are already evident in the village. This reclassification 
does not align with the aim to reduce carbon emissions by reducing vehicle use. 

o Extensive development has already been experienced in the village which has not been matched by employment 
growth. 
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Curry Rivel is considered to have a good level of services and self-containment and the change of status to a Village is 
supported. Recommendation that Land at Stanchester Way (part of which has permission for 30 dwellings — 14/03154/FUL 
and an application for 27 dwellings -18/01748/FUL with a resolution to grant permission subject to completion of a S106) 
would be an appropriate site to be allocated in the LPR. 
Suggestions 
e Useful to have short definitions for each category in Appendix 3 (Glossary) for avoidance of doubt regarding role and 

function. The parish is considered very small and a change in settlement status could have a detrimental effect. The Parish 
Plan proposes no more than 20 dwellings, with a prioritisation on infill sites. 
It is noted that Policy SS1 states that economic development in the countryside will be limited to where a countryside 
location is essential or in accordance with Policies EP4 and EPS. It is suggested that these policies should include the 
support of economic development proposals on main infrastructure routes. 
Recommends that a proactive approach to boosting the delivery of much needed housing would be to further allocate land 
above and beyond what the Plan proposes. 
Suggests that the wording of Policy SS1 is amended to remove the reference to ‘local need’ in relation to Rural Centres and 
Villages It is considered that local need is usually established through some form of survey work relating to affordable 
housing need and the accuracy of such surveys is thought to be questionable as they do not relate to market housing. 
Suggested amendments are provided to ensure Rural Centres and Villages contribute to meet the overall housing 
requirement. 
Recommends that a new policy is introduced to Section 5 that relates specifically to the Village tier of development. 
Policy approach to Villages should be amended to include: the identification of a housing need for each Village; 
development should be small scale and commensurate with the size of the village; development should not adversely 
affect the character/setting of the Village; cumulative impact of development should be considered; no adverse impact on 
the landscape setting, biodiversity and traffic flows in the Village; and SS4 criteria should also apply to Villages. 
Concern that there is a serious and significant absence of any policy relating to high grade agricultural land. The area has 
far more of the highest grade of agricultural land and much of the land surrounding East Coker and Yeovil are of the 
highest grades. Suggest a policy is needed to recognise the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile 
(BMV) agricultural land, and reflect the national policy approach where preference should be given to areas of poorer 
quality land for development. 

Policy SS2 Support/Support subject to amendments 

Policy SS2 e The approach to the distribution of housing growth is sensible and logical with a mix of large urban extensions and a wider 








range of smaller sites. There needs to be sufficient flexibility and sites with proactive policies to facilitate delivery. Ongoing 
monitoring and active engagement with developers is endorsed as the Plan evolves. 
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e Support for the Councils vision for managing and accommodating residential and economic growth across South Somerset, 
including the review of overall housing need against the Standard Method and the distribution of development across the 
district. 

e The level of growth which would provide for housing in excess of the identified housing requirement and overall higher 
target is broadly supported. 

e tis essential that the development strategy is capable of delivery the housing requirement. The proportion of growth for 
Yeovil is supported and it is suggested that a greater proportion of housing should be allocated to the Rural Centres, 
Villages and Rural Settlements to sustain existing services and facilities. Consideration should be given to the allocation of 
suitable sites within Villages to assist with delivery. 

e Support for the Council’s strategy to guide the delivery of housing and economic growth to the more sustainable locations 
in South Somerset. 

e The level of housing growth is broadly supported, together with the proposed uplift of around 1,200 dwellings. It is 
proposed that the housing requirement should be increased given the legacy of continual undersupply — this approach is 
considered to enable greater flexibility overall and ease the burden on the Council in terms of maintaining a sufficient five 
year housing land supply and reduce the prospects of speculative applications coming forward. 

e The proposed figure for housing grow is accepted and there is limited scope for the use of an alternative figure. The buffer 
is Supported, but it is not adequately justified and using a higher buffer is suggested. A review of the Standard 
Methodology is due to be undertaken in 2020 which means that new figures may be available before the examination of 
the Plan. 

e Stated that the National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) requires the Standard Method to determine the minimum 
number of homes to be planned for and will change over time and can only be fixed at the point that the Plan is submitted 
for examination. It is also highlighted that the PPG advises that there may be circumstances that justify a figure in excess of 
the Standard Method figure such as an acute affordable housing need. 

e The use of the standard methodology to calculate housing need is welcomed. Recommend that the Council consider some 
form of sensitivity testing to ensure that the housing need calculations are robust upon submission of the plan for 
examination, to consider what may happen if affordability worsens in the district and to ensure planned contingency will 
be sufficient. 

e The Council’s willingness to identify additional land for housing in excess of the minimum required is supported. However, 
it is suggested that for this increase to be effective it needs to form part of the adopted housing requirement. It is noted 
that the NPPF places no restriction on figures in excess of the minimum requirement. 

e Building houses contributes to health and wellbeing as it allows people to move from poor quality, insecure 
accommodation and allows older people to downsize, freeing up family size homes. 
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Paras. 5.11-5.13 | e Education expansion to meet demand for housing is key in Yeovil. Main new primary schools of Brimsmore, Keyford and 
Mudford are more or less secured. The feasibility for and funding for necessary secondary expansion has not been secured but 
will need to keep at pace with housing development and include within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

e Considered that the Local Plan Review allocates relatively few key sites in Yeovil (PHSW has interest in the Lufton key site) and 
there is some further opportunity for growth around the town. To ensure ongoing delivery there should be an opportunity of 
distributing more growth to other settlements such as Primary Market Towns where there is scope to grow due to existing 
development potential. The Plan needs to be adaptable and flexible if there is stagnation in the Yeovil housing market 


Paras. 5.14 — e The inclusion of having ‘educational services’ as part of the criteria for Market Towns is welcomed. 
5.17 


Para. 5.18-5.21 |e Para. 5.18 - Important to clarify that educational infrastructure is included in the reference to community services and 
facilities. The meaning of educational infrastructure should also be referenced (i.e. Early Years, Primary & Secondary Education 
as well as special education). 
Paragraph 5.21 contradicts paragraph 5.20 and makes no sense in relation to the two preceding sections. Suggests that the site 
allocations YV2 and YV4 are completely contrary to those stated intentions of 5.19 and 5.20 particularly in relation to Thorne 
Coffin which effectively ceases to be either a village or have an individual identity. 

Paras. 5.22 — Text in 5.27 is supported in recognising the nuance between sustainable and unsustainable — this approach should be 

5.27 supported by the implementation of Policy SS4. 





Paras. 5.32 — Support reference to the housing requirement being ‘at least’ [14,322 dwellings] in the supporting text. 

5.37 Disappointment that the Council has failed to deliver a five year land supply, and concern is raised regarding the high projected 
housing figure. It is noted that the housing figure in the adopted Local Plan has been detrimental to planning applications as 
economic projections have not been achieved. 

The NPPF requires the determination of the minimum number of homes needed should be informed by a local housing need 
(LHN) assessment using the Government’s standard methodology (set out in the NPPG). Suggests that the number should be 
kept under review and revised where appropriate. The LHN figure may change as inputs are variable. 

The minimum annual housing need is at odds with population growth which would mean an average household occupancy of 
1.4 whereas Somerset’s household estimates and projections states the figure is 2.27. The annual local housing need projected 
is larger than the true actual need and should be adjusted downward. 

Comparison between the 2014 and 2016 household projections for the district result in a 14%lower annual housing need as a 
result of the most recent figures. It is suggested that it would be more accurate for the council to not consider the annual local 
housing need figure as a minimum, rather it should be seen as a maximum, and revised when the government updates new 
guidance in the near future.. It is recommended that he Council should not front load delivery but keep to annual targets. 
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The increase in the housing requirement figure is welcomed, but it is highlighted that this is lower than the current target of 
725 dwellings per annum that has a shortfall due to persistent under delivery. The standard methodology does not take 
account of the increased demand for housing driven by long term trends in the decreasing average household size. It is 
recommended that further consideration is given to the housing requirement in recognition of the trends in household size 
and persistent under delivery. 
Suggested whether the figure of 716 dwellings a year is realistic as this level of delivery has only been met twice in the last 10 
years. There is a danger that the plan will quickly become out of date. 
Distribution of Housing: Additional allocations and contingency allocations should both be considered in the Local Plan Review 
to ensure that the Local Plan is flexible to ensure delivery and meet the housing target. The approach described is sensible but, 
additional flexibility should be included together with monitoring of delivery and active engagement with developers. 
Paras. 5.38 — Concern raised at the number of dwellings set out as the housing requirement for South Somerset. Recognise that this is set by 
5.42 a national formula, but it is difficult for the general public to understand. Similarly, the lack of a current 5 year housing land 
supply is difficult to comprehend given the figures set out in Figure 5.5. Better clarity is needed to explain why there is a failure 
to achieve the 5 year land supply. 
The allocation of housing targets for the settlements across South Somerset is a further issue and the approach which has 
guided the overall figure and site allocations of new dwellings is not considered to be transparent. The process needs to be 
made much clearer. 
The document does not adequately explain the requirement for so much additional housing. 
There is no mention of the Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) which is relevant to identifying the 
growth potential of the area and should be included in the Local Plan. 
Policies in the LPR should identify a supply of specific deliverable sites for years 1-5 and specific developable sites or broad 
locations for growth for years 6-10 and where possible years 11-15. States that the LPR should include a trajectory illustrating 
the expected rate of housing delivery over the plan period. 
There should be a supply of deliverable and developable sites to meet the housing requirement, to maintain a 5 year land 
supply, and to achieve the Housing Delivery Test. 








Policy SS2 Object/General concerns 
Policy SS2 e Objections to the future housing figure of 15,538 dwellings, as it has no basis of calculation or evidence to inflate the 
requirement of 14,322 dwellings by 8.5%. Significant and specific concerns regarding the use and underlying factors of the 


standard method to calculate the requirement and the fact that it does not reflect an adjustment to account of affordable 
housing in the plan. 
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e Concerns are raised regarding the reasons for the uplift set out in the Local Plan Review, as additional stages of consultation 
will be required and therefore it makes little sense to identify the additional housing land as a means to avoid further 
consultation. 

e Objection to the more dispersed approach proposed and it is considered that whilst some growth in the rural areas is 
recognised this should not be at the expense of the higher tier settlements — particularly the significant reduction in growth for 
Yeovil, which is the most sustainable settlement in the district. 

e In relation to the distribution of growth, it is considered that the policy is too prescriptive and greater flexibility should be given 
to respond to circumstances such as the-delivery of allocations or the ability to respond to newly arising needs. It is also 
considered that the diversion of growth from the most sustainable settlement to less sustainable rural locations fundamentally 
changes the sustainable distribution of development. 

e lt is considered important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed and that the needs 
of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed. It is also considered that land with permission is developed 
without delay. 

e The proposed housing target of 716 dwellings per year is lower than the adopted Local Plan. It is considered that housing need 
should not be underestimated, given the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes by bringing 
forward a sufficient amount and variety of land where it is needed. 

e The delivery of homes in excess of that identified by the standard method is likely to have additional beneficial effects on the 
affordability of housing, the number of concealed, overcrowded, shared, and homeless households and households in 
affordable need. 

e The full affordable need will not be met through the LPR as a proportion of sites will be too small or unable to accommodate 
29% affordable housing; this provides a further material consideration to justify increasing the housing requirement in excess 
of the standard method. 

e The local housing need (LHN) figure does not produce a housing requirement figure — it is only a starting point — as set out in 
the PPG. Any ambitions to support economic growth, deliver affordable housing and meet unmet hosing needs from 
elsewhere are additional to the LHN figure. The LHN figure is less than the adopted housing requirement and it is suggested 
that housing needs are not underestimated and references the NPPF objective of boosting the supply of homes. 

e |tis considered that the assessment of affordable housing is dated and should be re-assessed, and be considered in the context 
of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments. Suggests that an increase in the 
total housing figure may need to be considered where it could help deliver affordable housing. 

e Given the evidence in the Plan, it is acknowledged that the provision of a sufficiently large and competitive labour force is a 
significant challenge in South Somerset. Suggests that the delivery of 9360 jobs in the plan period can only be achieved 
through greater levels of unsustainable in-commuting flows and/or reducing the levels of out-commuting (although 2011 
census only identified 1,000 net out-commuting flows), and/or increased rates of economic activity which is unlikely to be 
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feasible, and/or reversing the trend of a reducing labour force. It is considered that reversing a reducing labour force is the 
only sufficient and sustainable option and would require attracting levels of economically active in-migrants through the 
provision of greater levels of housing, and therefore it will be necessary to exceed the standard method 

e Policy SS2 refers to the distribution of 15,538 dwellings that exceeds that local housing need figure by 1216 dwellings — 
however it is not clear from paragraph 5.41 how the distribution has been apportioned for each of the settlements given that 
the HELAA demonstrates that there is capacity to deliver 12,540 dwellings (SA Non-Technical Summary para. 2.6). It is 
considered an unlikely assumption that there will be 100% delivery from existing commitments. 

e Asaresult of the historic undersupply of dwellings, the housing requirement should be increased in excess of the current 
figure to facilitate the allocation of more sites. It is considered that this would achieve greater flexibility overall and would ease 
the burden on the Council in terms of maintaining a sufficient five year housing land supply and reduce the prospect of 
speculative applications coming forward. 

e Given the delays to the delivery of strategic housing sites at Yeovil (SUEs) and Chard (CEDA) it is considered that it is apparent 
that these strategic sites have caused the Councils’ chronic undersupply and therefor it is imperative that a robust trajectory is 
produced for these sites and other strategic allocations to better understand when they will make meaningful contribution to 
housing delivery. 

e The suggestion that in the event that the council is unable to demonstrate a 5 year land supply then the uplift figure could be 
utilised as some form of reserve which could be called upon to address any short fall, is considered to be flawed, as housing 
policies would at that point be considered out of date — including any policy relating to reserve sites. 

e The correct approach for the uplift should be to incorporate the uplift within the proposed housing requirement. To date it is 
acknowledged that the Council’s five year land supply consists of non-strategic allocated sites, speculative applications and 
smaller windfall sites to deliver 619 dwellings per annum. With the large strategic sites coming on line it is considered that 
supply would not satisfy demand for 15 years of the Plan period, and would result in a plethora of sustainability issues such as 
inaccessibility to the housing market, increased house prices and unsustainable commuter patterns. It is considered that this 
could be mitigated by incorporating the uplift into the housing requirement for 15,538 dwellings and making additional 
allocations to meet the new requirement. 

e The Plan does not provide a housing trajectory to illustrate the housing delivery over the Plan period, and that there should be 
a supply of deliverable and developable land to meet the housing requirement of South Somerset, to maintain a 5 year housing 
land supply and achieve Housing Delivery Test performance measurements. 

e The Council should provide an explanation of the methodology used to establish Neighbourhood Plan figures and the proposed 
distribution of housing set out in the hierarchy of settlements, and should consider market capacity and deliverability when 
determining the distribution of growth. 
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e Concerns are raised regarding the additional flexibility needed to ensure that sites adjacent to the Principal Town and Market 
Towns are able to come forward to ensure the Council is responsive to changes in circumstance which may arise over the 
course of the plan period. 

e The table setting out the distribution of development should be amended so it clearly states that the figures identified are the 
minimum housing requirement for each individual settlement. 

e The Plan has not considered whether there is any unmet need from neighbouring authorities through the Duty to Cooperate 
and Statements of Common Ground. And whether any strategic infrastructure improvements (such as proposals to upgrade 
the A303/358) are likely to drive an increase in the homes needed locally. 

e Objection to Policy SS2 ii) -residential mobile homes should be removed from the policy as: 

o Policy HG2 requires affordable housing provision on major sites which according to SS2 would include residential mobile 
homes. It is stated that the Mobile Homes Act 2013 does not refer to affordable mobile homes and therefore contradicts 
SS2. 

o They do not constitute dwellings, which by definition are buildings. If such inclusion persists, then there should be 
evidence that such mobile homes are permanent and in year-round residential use in order to be considered as providing 
a permanent home for a household. 

e It will be difficult for SSDC to meet the Housing Delivery Test in the future and there is a high potential to incur penalties. 
Concern that the level of new dwellings will not bring down affordability due to retirement-age in-migration to the district — 
therefore the priority should be to establish housing types and tenures that meet the needs of young families and working age 
demographic. A housing target figure based on the needs set out in the SHMA would focus on delivery to meet the needs of 
South Somerset residents. 

e SSDC should not accept the housing requirement generated by the Standard Method and should consider taking an alternative 
approach reflecting the element of affordable houses needed. The figure of 15,538 dwellings should be removed and replaced 
by 13,420 (provided by an appendix to the representation) or 14,322 Standard Method. 

e It does not appear that the figures applied to each settlement take into account gains from other means (other than new build) 
such as conversions and change of use. MHCLG live table 123 demonstrates that 18% of net additional dwellings were changes 
of use. This should be reflected in revised figures for new build allocations in the settlements. SSDC has clearly over allocated 
land on the basis of 18% of the net increase in dwellings being met through conversions and change of use, therefore a 
percentage windfall allowance should be detailed reducing the need for some site allocations and the table in Policy SS2 
amended accordingly. 

e SSDC should plan for up to 18% of residential development to come from windfall development. This would mean that sites 
such as YV3 would not need to be allocated. 

e There is no allowance made for windfall development — given the high level of windfall developments in the Rural Settlements, 
this is regarded as a significant flaw and may help to achieve a five year land supply. 
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e Questions where the evidence is regarding the need to achieve the delivery of new housing of all types and tenures to meet 
current and emerging need. Considers that the housing market is flooded with unsold new build housing. There is considered 
to be a need for well-run care homes. 

e Greater control must be placed on the scale of future housing in less sustainable settlements to avoid the spatial strategy being 
undermined, and diminishing the ability of the Market Towns and Rural Centres to become self-contained. Suggests that a 
greater proportion of the housing target should be directed to the Market Towns and Rural Centres. 

e Concern raised regarding the Plan progressing with the minimum requirement as calculated by the Standard Method. Given 
the acute affordable housing need in the district, it is considered that the figure is not ambitious enough to combat this 
position. The 8% uplift is not considered to provide the meaningful step change advocated by national guidance. It is 
considered that the policy does not go far enough to address the district’s housing issues and a higher target is recommended. 

e The Plan does not seek to correct the mismatch in delivery between Yeovil and Wincanton given their historic delivery rates 
since 2006 (Wincanton over-performing and Yeovil underperforming), but seeks to distribute the housing that Yeovil should be 
taking into other areas. Suggests that this is a reaction to the failure of strategy and more unsustainable locations must 
accommodate a greater proportion of the growth. 

e Supportive of the intention to plan for an 8.5% buffer, but it is considered that this should be higher given the lack of five year 
housing land supply and historic undersupply of housing in the district. The housing requirement should be increased and 
housing allocations should be made within the identified Villages and Rural Settlements to support the delivery of housing. 

e An 8% uplift is welcomed but it is considered that in light of the acute affordable housing need in South Somerset a more 
ambitious housing requirement is necessary. 

e Itis imperative that the figure should be higher to ensure that the backlog in housing is provided. 

e HBF suggest a larger contingency/buffer of at least 20%, because as the contingency becomes smaller the flexibility reduces. 
The identification of reserved sites is supported subject to the Plan setting out the triggers for the release of such sites. It is 
suggested that the Council’s HLS should include a short and long-term supply of sites by the identification of strategic and non- 
strategic allocations for residential development situated in the most sustainable locations; with at least 10% of the 
requirement accommodated on sites no larger than on hectare. A diverse portfolio of housing sites is recommended to 
maximise delivery and offer the widest possible range of products for households to meet their needs. 

e Noted that the Inspector for the Stratford-on-Avon core strategy found that a 10% reserve for housing sites should be increase 
to 20%, similar to Redcar and Cleveland (20% buffer). It is recommended that the Council reconsiders its approach and test 
whether the Plan is capable of accommodating a larger buffer to ensure a continuous and responsive supply of housing land 
over the plan period. 

e Itis considered essential that the Plan identifies sufficient land to ensure the full needs for housing and employment are met in 
areas people want to live and work. Believes that further allocations are required to ensure the District’s housing needs are 
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met in full. Suggests an appropriate trigger mechanism is required to ensure any remedial action will be taken should 
monitoring indicate the Plan is not enabling the level of development that is required to meet the area’s needs. 

e Itis critical that the Council’s assumptions on lapse rates, non-implementation allowances, lead in times and delivery rates 
contained within the overall HLS are correct and realistic. 

e Suggestions that figures for growth are over-estimated and unlikely to be achieved and therefore will result in a failure to meet 
the five year housing land supply target and the presumption in favour of sustainable development will apply and risk further 
unconstrained development. The policies designed to protect the nature of rural settlements and villages or restrict 
development on high value agricultural land would be redundant. Suggests that this questions the value/purpose of the LPR. 

e The Plan should have a realistic and achievable figure, and should show the defined boundaries to the settlements in order to 
ensure a land buffer between settlements is retained. 

e Suggested that it is time to scale down aspirations for growth which will solve the 5-year land supply issue. 

e Itis considered that that the Plan does not need to state anything other than the NPPF minimum housing requirement and any 
higher figures above 14,322 need to be fully justified and the distribution amended accordingly. It is considered that the figure 
of 15,538 will result in environmental damage and impact on climate change and as there is a minimum figure (14,322) there is 
no reason why a higher figure should be stated and the Plan amended accordingly. 

e Concern raised that the housing figure is higher than that proposed by the SHMA, which states that housing need is projected 
to decline over time. The proposed rate of housing delivery (777 dwellings a year) is unachievable as it is 26% higher than the 
average housing delivery over the past 12 years, and will, as a consequence fail to meet the 5 year housing land supply. SSDC 
have added more homes onto the standard methodology figure. The explanation for this in paragraph 5.37 is undemocratic. 
The latest 2016-based ONS Household Projections actual reveal an increase in households in South Somerset of 9,543 for the 
whole LPR period - which equates to 472 households per year. THAT is achievable in housing terms. It is accepted that this is a 
consequence of applying the Standard Methodology, but that this is exacerbated by applying a further 1206 dwellings (buffer). 
SSDC should be addressing national government at a very high level to allow the amendment of the government-imposed 
minimum as it is unachievable and will push development away from Yeovil and Chard and into unsustainable locations. This 
approach is considered to be an affront to the democratic process, and there is little point in supporting policies that have little 
chance of being achieved. 

e The minimum Local Housing Need is considered to be at odds with population growth that would imply an average household 
occupancy of only 1.4, which is inconsistent with the presumption that new housing is mainly being lived in by retired couples 
and the average household occupancy in Somerset is 2.27. The housing need is larger than the true actual need borne out by 
latest real population growth statistics and should be adjusted downward. 

e Given the differences between the 2014 and 2016 ONS household projections it would be more accurate for SSDC to consider 
the housing need requirement to be a maximum in the short term and be prepared to revise them downward when further 
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guidance is confirmed by the Government — there should be no aim to front load these requirements but keep to annual 
targets for each year 

e The construction of Hinkley C is considered to be rightly acknowledged as having the ability to distort the picture in the short 
to medium term but this is not reflected in the analysis of housing requirements in the east of South Somerset. 

e Highways England is currently of the view that in the absence of a transport evidence base to support the Plan, they are not 
able to draw any conclusion on whether mitigation is required. In the absence of such evidence it is considered that the 
development allocations most likely to impact on the Strategic Road Network (SRN) are: Yeovil, the Market Towns (Chard, 
Ilminster, and Wincanton) and development at other Local Market Towns and Rural Centres in close proximity to the SRN, 
particularly Ilchester. 

e The problem with the five year housing land supply is the speed that dwellings are built which is in the hands of developers. 
Housing supply for 2023-28 should be brought forward. It is considered that Yeovil and most of the Primary Market Towns 
should take more of the housing due to infrastructure improvements. 

e The distribution of development, particularly the increase for Local Market Towns, Rural Centres and Villages, is at odds with 
the spatial strategy. It is suggested that this is a strategy of spreading the burden, rather than focussing development in the 
most sustainable locations. 

e The overall scale of housing growth in the adopted Local Plan has not been realised due to a number of factors including 
economic climate, low employment growth, and less market demand for housing. The response in the Local Plan Review is to 
allocate more land for housing which is considered to make it even less likely that sites will come forward. 

e The Plan perversely adopts a more permissive approach to development at the least sustainable settlements than it does at 
the most sustainable settlements which contrasts with adopted Local Pan Policy SS5. The Plan will need to be reviewed to 
avoid the restrictive approach to development that limits growth at the most sustainable settlements. The more restrictive 
approach will also reduce the level of windfall that has been recently achieved, which will have implications for the five year 
land supply. 

e The Plan will need to be reviewed to avoid the restrictive approach to development that restricts growth at the most 
sustainable settlements. The more restrictive approach will also reduce the level of windfall that has been recently achieved, 
which will have implications for the five year land supply. 

e Has the feasibility of achieving the overall target for new homes without impacting healthcare provisions and unemployment 
rates has been confirmed? 

e |tis important to recognise the need for the workforce to support the growing elderly population and the housing needs of 
younger adults are also important in achieving communities with healthy balanced populations. Notes that there is a risk that 
workers in the care industry will be unable to afford to live nearby and it may be appropriate for new care homes to 
incorporate key worker housing, together with local/key worker affordable housing provision in rural settlements. There is a 
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need to ensure there is an appropriate mix of housing types and tenures, including higher density apartment accommodation 


for younger and older people. 
Recommendation that land allocated for housing or other major development should be served by public transport. 





YEOVIL 


The failure to demonstrate a five year land supply and the time taken to bring forward large development sites in Yeovil, is not 
a reason to lower the proportion of development directed towards the town. It is considered that Yeovil is the focal point of 
employment and amenities in the district and should continue to receive a similar share of new housing development (47%). 
Suggests that smaller settlements that are less sustainable should not be a solution to solving slow housing delivery on 
sustainable sites in Yeovil. 

The approach to reduce the proportion of development focussed at Yeovil and focussing a wider choice of development sites 
in terms of location and size is acknowledged, but the implementation of the distribution is questioned. It is considered that a 
more equal housing distribution is adopted across the Primary Market Towns to proportionately allocate deliverable land 
across a wider range of sites and avoid the over reliance on large sites at Yeovil and Chard. 

Supportive of the proposal to reduce the proportion of new housing to be delivered in Yeovil from 47% to 33%, but reiterate 
that the district’s Rural Centres could contribute more than the 8% of the overall housing need that is currently proposed. An 
increase to 10% would still require Yeovil and the Market Towns to deliver a greater proportion of the district’s housing need, 
which as we have set out above is not the most sustainable approach to accommodating future growth. An increase from 8% 
to 10% would represent approximately 300 additional homes for the combined Rural Centres. 

Yeovil is considered to be the best location to benefit from new housing and the infrastructure and services that it can bring. 
Objection to devolving growth to other places, particularly Wincanton, as the level of services and employment has not kept 
pace with the scale of growth in the town. 

Objection to the reduction in the distribution of development towards Yeovil given that it is the largest settlement in the 
District. Agree that growth should occur in the smaller rural settlements where development will help to contribute towards 
sustaining local services, but this should not be at the expense of additional growth in Yeovil that would lead to more 
sustainable patterns of development by reducing the need to travel by car and thereby reducing congestion and carbon 
emissions. Suggest that recent levels of development in Yeovil are maintained by allocating additional land which can 
contribute to infrastructure to enable sustainable modes of travel. 

Concern regarding the strategy to steer growth away from Yeovil, even though larger sites have longer lead in times it is 
considered that this should not trigger a departure from a sustainable strategy for higher concentrations of growth in clearly 
sustainable locations. The proposed strategy disperses growth at a time when it should be concentrated to compact, self- 
contained, resource efficient places. The distribution of growth should be revised to include a clear priority to accommodate 
40% of growth in and on the edge of Yeovil, by reducing growth by 1% from the Market Towns and Rural Centres and by 2% 
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from the Villages and Rural Settlements. This would support ambitions for a sustainable pattern of growth and accelerated 
transformation of Yeovil as the Principal Town. 
The fact that large sites in Yeovil have been slow to come forward has driven the shortfall in housing land supply but is not 
considered to be a reason to lower the allocation given to Yeovil. The town is the focal point for employment and amenities 
with large sustainable sites already developed and therefore should continue to receive the same share of new housing as 
currently identified. 
Support for Yeovil retaining a significant proportion of growth as the key settlement within the district, whilst also distributing 
lesser levels of growth to the Primary Market Towns and Rural Settlements. 
Suggests that there is an over-allocation of housing in Yeovil given the size of the district and the geographical distribution of 
settlements. The length of time determining outline applications for the two Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUE) is highlighted 
with the additional time for development to come forward on these sites. The additional allocation at YV3 is questioned in 
relation to the SUE timescales. 

MARKET TOWNS 
Smaller Local Market Towns are delivering the growth as opposed to the Primary Market Towns. Queries how developers are 
going to be incentivised to build in the larger towns over smaller centres. 
Support the redistribution of the housing requirement away from an over reliance in Yeovil and consider that the Primary 
Market Towns should be a greater focus, where delivery has been stronger. 
Broad support for proposed increase in growth at primary Market Towns, including Wincanton - 25% to 29%, equivalent to 
7.25% per settlement. 
Wincanton: It is considered that further growth in Wincanton without employment will lead to issues on climate change due 
to increased out-commuting, worsening services and impacts on the quality of life. 
The case of needing additional flexibility in Wincanton is raised as evidence to suggest that the Plan fails to provide sufficient 
growth to address longer-term development needs of the town. The approach actually decreases the housing requirement to 
563 homes, and does not represent a significant boost to supply. 
Chard: Support for the increased role of the Primary Market Towns in delivering growth — particularly that Chard is expected to 
deliver 1,995 dwellings over the plan period. 
The important roles of Chard are noted and it is considered that the town has capacity accommodate additional housing 
development to meet local needs. It is important that the sites identified are capable of delivering (e.g. land at Mount 
Hindrance). 
It is considered that the Market Towns, in particular Chard, are sustainable locations for additional housing development. 
Chard has under delivered due to a reliance on the wrong sites including the Eastern Development Area. Land to the north of 
Chard (Mount Hindrance) is ideally placed for residential development including the relocation of Chard Football Club. 
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e Notes that a minimum housing requirement of 1,995 dwellings for Chard is provided. The ‘at least’ figure is supported as it 
allows for additional growth to come forward which should be reflective of the sustainability of any given settlement and 
reflective of local housing needs and requirements as set out in national policy guidance. 

e Landowners of ‘Land west of Crimchard, Chard’ support Policy SS2, with provision for 1,995 new homes to be developed within 
Chard during the Plan period. 

e Objection to the Chard housing target for the following reasons: 

o No prospect of significant new employment. 

o Poor public transport. 

o Taunton, Bridgwater and Yeovil have more employment, better road access and decent public transport — they should 
take the brunt of the growth. 

e Crewkerne: Policy SS2 identifies a minimum housing requirement of 1,194 dwellings for Crewkerne up to 2036. Supports the 
“at least” figure, which equates to roughly 60 dwellings per annum average, as it allows for additional growth to come forward. 

e There is an over-reliance on a single large site (CLR) which has been beset by viability issues. It is recommended that a step 
change in delivery is needed to double the average delivery rate to 60 dwellings per annum. This is not considered to be 
unrealistic, and the general approach of Policy SS2 is supported. 

e The CLR site in Crewkerne should be brought forward in advance of other development to ensure the road improvements are 
in place Traffic surveys are needed to decide the improvements required — particularly in Crewkerne which has the second 
highest number of new homes for Primary Market Towns. 

e Policy SS2 is generally supported — however, the redistribution away from Yeovil towards Primary Market Towns needs to go 
further to give a greater chance of meeting the overall housing requirement. A focus on delivery outside of the CLR site at 
Crewkerne is essential to help to meet the strategic requirements. 

e Broadly supportive of the strategy that recognises Crewkerne’s role in meeting the identified housing need. Concern raised 
regarding the Plan progressing with the minimum requirement as calculated by the Standard Method. Given the acute 
affordable housing need in the district, it is considered that the figure is not ambitious enough to combat this position. The 8% 
uplift is not considered to provide the meaningful step change advocated by national guidance. 

e Crewkerne has the ability to deliver more housing than indicated to assist with increased housing delivery. 

e Concern raised regarding the proportionality of anticipated growth at different settlements with Crewkerne seeing 
proportionately larger growth than others — such as Wincanton and Chard. Considers that the high level of growth proposed 
for Crewkerne does not recognise the issue of the road network around the A30/A356 crossroads that cannot be widened or 
improved given the town’s historic layout. States that Wincanton and Chard have more potential for growth given their 
strategic locations. 

e Support expressed for Policy SS2, and an objection to the omission of the ‘Land adjoining the allocation CR4 and land off 
Weavers Close’ that should be allocated for housing as part of CR4. 
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e Promotion of ‘Land at Goldwell Farm, Crewkerne’ for residential development. Supportive of Policy SS2 which provides 
additional housing development in sustainable locations such as Crewkerne. It is considered that any additional growth should 
be reflective of the sustainability of the settlement and reflective of local housing needs and requirements. Current evidence 
identifies a delivery rate of 30dpa in the town and this is an issue caused predominantly by the over-reliance on the CLR site. A 
step change in delivery is considered to be required to move from delivering 30 dwellings per annum (dpa) to 60dpa to meet 
the minimum housing requirement of the plan period. It is clear from the lengthy planning history that there are issues 
surrounding the deliverability of the CLR site and there is no clear evidence that 50 dwellings identified as coming forward in 
2022/2023 will actually happen. 

e There are affordability implications that may be reflective of a constrained market given data regarding average entry-level 
house prices for Crewkerne being higher than Chard. Also notes that there is a higher proportion of routine and semi-routine 
jobs in the town compared to the Somerset average, which are likely to be lower paid. The Home Choice register provides 111 
households requiring affordable housing in the town which is significant and such homes are unlikely to be delivered without 
market homes being delivered. There are economic consequences, given that the town’s population growth has been the 
slowest across the four Primary Market Towns at 4% between 2001-2011, which has implications for the provision of a local 
workforce and potentially for investment decisions. 

e Recommendation that additional sites are identified for Crewkerne as the preferred approach is not deliverable within the plan 
period. In the short term it is suggested additional sites should be identified to support the residents of Crewkerne and to 
address the socio-economic consequences of under-delivery over a number of years. 

e Ilminster: The level of growth for Ilminster (839 dwellings) is too low given the even split of 7.25% of growth to all 4 of the 
Primary Market Towns which would equate to 1038 dwellings in Ilminster. It is considered that the ability to deliver additional 
growth should be an important determining factor in deciding where additional sites should be identified, and that Ilminster is 
well placed to accommodate growth given its sustainable location. 

e The LPR is considered to be an important opportunity to address the slowdown in delivery at Ilminster through the 
identification of further sites given the reliance on a single direction of growth at Canal Way. 

e The 839 homes proposed in Ilminster is reluctantly accepted to sustain the town’s role as a Primary Market Town provided 
that new development is appropriate to the size, character, environmental constraints and accessibility of Ilminster. However, 
it should be stressed that 119 dwellings have already been completed/committed and the remainder being delivered over the 
remaining 17 years of the plan period. If the housing target is reached before 2036 there needs to be provision to prevent, as 
far as possible, additional medium to large scale developments. 

e Suggestion that the supporting text is amended to take account of the completed/committed figure and the overall figure to 
be delivered is 720. Furthermore, windfall sites should be taken into account in the number of dwellings proposed on the 
town’s strategic sites. 


43 


South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





e Langport: Site at ‘Newtown Road in Langport’ has both Outline and Reserved Matters allowed at appeal. Support for the 
identification of a minimum housing requirement of 351 homes for Langport up to 2036. The site at Newtown Road is noted as 
being included in the commitments for Langport, and it is suggested that the site is allocated in the Local Plan Review for 36 
dwellings. Suggests that the residual figure of 216 dwellings should be seen as a minimum requirement for Langport. 

e Submission on behalf of landowners — ‘Ducks Hill, Huish Episcopi, Langport’. Policy SS2 is supported in terms of making 
provision for housing growth at Langport/Huish Episcopi. 

e Promotion of ‘Land off A378 near Langport’ for residential development. Objection to emerging Policy SS2 and the level of 
housing growth identified specifically for Langport and Huish Epsicopi of 351 dwellings. It is calculated that the residual 
requirement for the area would take 14.4 years to build out at current development rates. It is considered that there is a risk 
that the build process will stall or fail given that only two sites are allocated for the town. It is recommended that a third site 
allocation is included on the site promoted for an additional 30 units, to enhance provision, and relieve pressure on the north 
and eastern areas of the town and represent a natural extension to the settlement at Portfield. 

e Somerton: The level of development proposed on greenfield land in addition to the 354 dwellings already committed is 
considered to be contrary to the adopted Local Plan policy SS5 which recognises that Local Market Towns such as Somerton 
should have a lower level of growth than Primary Market Towns. Concern raised that Somerton does not have the 
infrastructure to sustain the level of housing growth proposed, including putting strain on the new school. 

e Castle Cary and Ansford: There is no explanation provided in relation to the apportionment of housing growth to Castle Cary 
and Ansford and that the 11% allocated to the three Local Market Towns would result in 3.66% each that would be 569 
dwellings for Castle Cary and Ansford (based on 15,538 dwellings). No explanation is provided why the growth for the town is 
indicated as 727 dwellings; a substantial increase over the average (46% increase over the number or existing dwellings), and 
much higher than the numbers proposed for Somerton and Langport & Huish Episcopi, and even for the Primary Market Town 
of Wincanton. 

e Objection to the proposed allocations placing a disproportionate burden on Castle Cary and Ansford given existing 
commitments and amount of construction already taking place. Considers that an allocation between 550 and 600 dwellings 
would be appropriate over the 20 year plan period. With completions and commitments already amounting to 566 dwellings 
and subsequent permissions elsewhere, significant new dwellings sites are not likely to be necessary. 

e |tis considered that that the several hundred dwellings already approved in Castle Cary and Ansford, exceeds the number 
required by national policy, and the existing infrastructure already struggles with the rapid growth of the town, particularly the 
level of traffic the development will generate. 

e Concern that the Plan does not explain how the capacity of existing infrastructure (highways, rail, schools, GP surgery) and the 
impact on the High Street will be addressed. It is requested that Castle Cary should not be considered to be the location to 
fulfil the District’s housing growth. 


| | RURAL CENTRES 
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e Given the discrepancy in figures allocated to the Rural Centres of Bruton and Ilchester, it is considered that the levels of 
housing needs to be re-considered and re-allocated, particularly in the case of Bruton. 

e Targets for Rural Centres and other categories have been increased to cover the shortfall at Yeovil. It is considered that the use 
of the same percentage figure to guide the allocation of requirements to various Rural Centres fails to take account of the 
current status of the Rural Centres in terms of historic growth. 

e Martock: Policy SS2 identifies a minimum housing requirement of 330 new homes for Martock and Bower Hinton over the plan 
period. This equates roughly to 16.5 dwellings per annum. Supports the approach taken in Policy SS2 with regards to a 
minimum housing requirement rather than a cap to residential development. Martock is shown to accommodate the second 
highest level of residential growth within the tier of Rural Centres, and has the highest level of employment space within this 
tier (58%). It is considered that the residential growth figure does not reflect the significant amount of employment space in 
the village. Suggests that the identified need for Martock is increased to 330 homes over the Plan period. 

e The Neighbourhood Plan uses the indicative figure of SSDC as the basis for its housing growth policies and note that the 
contributions of Rural Centres to meeting overall supply increases from 7% to 8%. However, this is not what is shown for 
Martock which equates to an increase to 15 houses per year — a breakdown of the calculation is requested. It is recognised 
that this change is due to smaller settlements being able to deliver growth due to difficulties in bringing larger sites forward in 
the larger centres, particularly Yeovil. To focus more development to rural greenfield sites is considered to have the 
unintended consequence of making development around Yeovil more difficult. 

e The Parish Council would like to ensure that the PC Planning Committee is always using the same figures as the district and 
that this information is shared. 

e Supportive of Policy SS2 but sustains an objection to the exclusion of the land immediately to the west of allocation MB1, 
which should form part of the allocation. 

e Supportive of Policy SS2 which makes provision for 330 new homes within Martock and Bower Hinton during the plan period. 

e The preparation of the Local Plan Review should be deferred until the Martock Neighbourhood Plan has been completed and 
then the Plan should reference and reflect the content of the neighbourhood plan. 

e The population of Martock is comparable to other centres in the higher tiers but has little or no opportunity to provide 
additional facilities, services or employment to align with that expected for a Local Market Town. It is considered that the 
village is effectively overpopulated already and there is pressure on healthcare with a current shortage in GPs in the combined 
Martock and South Petherton practice. Suggests that further growth is deferred in these settlements until an acceptable level 
of GP provision is established. 

e Ilchester: It is noted that the adopted Local Plan Table 2 indicates a level of growth for Ilchester of 140 dwellings and it is 
assumed that this number satisfies planning policies. 

e Milborne Port in particular is highlighted as a location that could deliver a higher quantum of housing than currently proposed. 
It is proposed that Policy SS2 is updated so that the Rural Centres accommodate 10% of the district’s target with amendments 
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to revise the apportionment for Villages and Rural Settlements. Suggest that HELAA site E/MIPO/0003 Goldings Lane, should 
be allocated or at least made a reserve site to allow the new Plan to be more flexible, and the allocation for Court Lane 
removed due to access issues. , Milborne Port is capable of accommodating 305 homes between 2016 and 2036. 

e Policy SS2 identifies a minimum housing requirement of 245 dwellings for Milborne Port up to 2036. The “at least” figure, 
which equates to roughly 12 dwellings per annum average is supported and it is considered that Milborne Port is well-placed 
to deliver this level of growth given past delivery rates. 

e |tis recognised that the residual number to be delivered on two proposed site allocations in Milborne Port is 140 dwellings. 
Part of allocation MP1 is currently subject to a resolution to grant permission for 65 homes. It is suggested that the plan could 
go further in recognising the benefits of modest housing growth in well-connected and sustainable locations such as Milborne 
Port and that a modest level of provision above the housing requirement figure would be prudent to ensure the achievement 
of a5 year land supply. 

e Itis considered that the provision of new housing in Milborne Port can support existing services and help new services be 
introduced as part of a wider housing or mixed-use development — this would support greater self-containment together with 
more modern flexible working patterns that have seen an increase in home working. The Station Road site (MP1) offers an 
opportunity to look at the provision of home offices. 

e Suggestion that the Local Plan housing target for Milborne Port is unfairly high given its share of population amongst other 
Rural Centres. The other Rural Centres have much more favourable transport links and employment and Milborne Port has 
delivered more than its allocated housing target in the current Local Plan and this should be reflected in the update to the 
Local Plan Review. 

e No objection to development in Milborne Port if such development is small scale and helps to address environmental concerns 
such as climate change. Concern raised regarding the overall level of development for the district and Milborne Port and that 
the centrally imposed figure does not make sense to individuals. In addition further confusion is expressed regarding the level 
of delivery/commitments already stated, which appears to achieve the level of growth needed, but it is noted that there is still 
a failure to achieve a 5 year land supply. There is a planned extension to the existing Conservation Area and the planned 
development sites in Milborne Port should not adversely affect this asset. 

e Only small scale development is favoured, which is environmentally friendly in view of current concerns over climate change 
and the Council’s own policies on sustainability and ecological sensitivity. Concerns raised by the number of dwellings being 
expected of the district and in Milborne Port —the local housing need figure is not understood, given the projected population 
growth over the plan period (12,800). This results in more homes than people, and this does not make sense to residents. 

e Comparison of the population of Milborne Port with the other Rural Centres suggests that the housing requirement figure 
should be 211. Considers the housing requirement is unfairly high given its share of population amongst the Rural Centres, and 
other Rural Centres have more favourable transport links and employment — most notably Bruton. It is also noted that 
Milborne Port has delivered more than its requirement under the adopted Local Plan compared to under delivery by other 
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Rural Centres, and suggests that this should be reflected in the LPR. The table in Fig. 5.5 should be updated to reflect recent 
approval of 46 dwellings at Gainsborough, 65 at Wheathill and a further 8 across the settlement. Suggests that these should be 
discounted from the 245 requirement in calculating the residual figure. 

e Bruton: Policy SS2 identifies a minimum housing requirement of 152 dwellings for Bruton up to 2036, which is an “at least” 
figure, which equates to roughly 7.6 dwellings per annum average over the plan period. There is a residual requirement for 65 
dwellings, which are identified as allocations. The approach taken in Policy sS2 with regards to a minimum housing 
requirement is supported, however, it is considered that the minimum requirement for Bruton is too low given the growing 
worker/jobs mis-match in the settlement. Recommends that additional numbers should be identified to support local 
businesses and improve self-containment. 

e |tis considered that Bruton is well placed to deliver a level of growth which is greater than 152 dwellings given the role and 
function of the settlement and its ability to support sustainable economic growth. There is no evidence to suggest that a higher 
level of growth could not be maintained, and evidence is provided to illustrate the need for affordable dwellings in Bruton, for 
which market housing is required to support delivery. 

e Bruton has a strong employment role with established trading estate and permission for an enterprise hub in the town. Bruton 
also has a railway station which offers services to Yeovil, Bath, Bristol and London. It is therefore proposed that Bruton should 
accommodate additional housing growth given is strong employment role accessibility and sustainability. 

e Bruton has a high level of functionality and its sustainable credentials mean that this settlement has the ability to deliver more 
homes than stated and make a valuable contribution to the overall housing supply. 

e Recommended that ‘Land south of Brewham Road’ should be identified as a housing allocation for 60 dwellings and Bruton’s 
housing requirement increased to 212 new homes. 

e The proposed allocation of about 152 dwellings over the plan period to 2036 is accepted, and the residual figure is 65, 
accounted for in the proposed site allocations BT1 and BT2. The Town Council believes that the number of dwellings identified 
in the consultation have been selected on the basis that they add up to the required 65 dwelling units rather than in response 
to the specific location and features of these sites. 

e Concern raised with regard to the housing requirement for Bruton for 152 homes (87 completed/committed and 65 to be 
delivered) which is inconsistent with text in 8.10 which suggests that more housing could be delivered. 

e South Petherton: The identification of additional housing growth for South Petherton is fully supported. It is considered that 
the settlement is a sustainable location for further development and it plays an important service role as a Rural Centre. 

VILLAGES AND RURAL SETTLEMENTS 

e The introduction of the new Village tier to accommodate 8% of the proposed housing growth should not be at the expense of 


focussing development on suitable sites in the most sustainable locations — Yeovil and the Primary Market Towns. 
Recommends that a proactive approach to boosting delivery of housing would be to allocate land over and above what is 
currently presented. 
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e The status of all Rural Settlements should remain the same, but if there is to be a change to Villages, then certain safeguards 
are needed to avoid overdevelopment in individual Villages. Suggests that the policy is reworded to avoid all 722 homes 
required for the Villages being built in one location and therefore safeguards are needed to ensure development is distributed 
fairly across the Villages, and balanced over the period of the Plan - that restricts growth in any Village to the 8% overall 
requirement with a permitted variant of +1%. Requests that the status of Villages is reviewed every 5 years. A further 
safeguard should be applied to ensure the growth is spread over the period of the Plan perhaps by limiting the size of any 
individual development. 

e There is no need to change the approach for the Rural Settlements set out in adopted Local Plan Policy SS2, which restricts the 
scale of growth to be consistent with the spatial strategy. 

e The policy should clarify that the figure distributed to the Rural Settlements does not include the Rural Settlements identified 
as Villages. The Villages should not be expected to take more than 1/12" of the total figure stated for this category, and 
deductions should be made for any homes that have been built or have planning permission granted since 2015. 

e Smaller settlements with less sustainable development sites should not be a solution to the problem of developers not 
delivering housing on sites in Yeovil. 

e Recommends the revision of Policy SS2 to allow growth in Villages according to their scale, character and sustainability. 

e Directing housing development away from Yeovil and distributing this to the smaller settlements means an increase in the 
percentage of new housing in rural settlements from 14% to 19%. Yeovil is the most sustainable location for development due 
to its wide range of services, employment opportunities and transport links. The Council should work with developers to 
ensure that housing is delivered in Yeovil rather than directing more development to the Villages. 

e The averages per settlement (Villages and Rural Settlements) seems inconsequential differences over the course of the Plan 
period. Suggests that the target for Villages is too low or the target for Rural Settlements is too high (or both). Limited new 
housing can be supported at Rural Settlements but if more housing is directed to settlements without public transport and 
fewer services, the sustainability of the strategy as a whole is questioned. 

e Query regarding whether the new tier of Villages means that 11 Villages have 100 dwellings each if East Coker only has 60 
dwellings identified. Further questions relate to the distribution envisaged between the Villages and the baseline date for this 
expansion. The number of rural settlements is also requested 

e |tis considered that as neither development areas nor allocations are not proposed for the Villages, the Plan therefore 
precludes any development at the Villages contrary to paragraph 5.21 that growth is expected to take place adjacent to the 
built settlement of the Villages. It is considered that this would render the distribution set out in Policy SS2 for Villages, 
unachievable. Suggests that this inconsistency needs to be resolved and subject to further consultation. 

e The pooled number of homes for the Villages tier with no allocations is questioned — it is suggested that this will undoubtedly 
attract ongoing and intensified adversity from the local communities once planning applications for those settlements are 
submitted, and uncertainty going forward — leading to more refusals and more costly appeals. 
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e Recommends that minimum housing targets are included for each of the Village settlements and allocations are made on 
suitable, deliverable land 

e Welcomes references to East Coker Neighbourhood Plan and its statutory status and the need for applications in Rural 
Settlements to demonstrate how they meet local needs. Highlights the need to reflect neighbourhood plan policies in decision- 
making. 

e Concern that the differences in approach to growth in Villages and Rural Settlements cannot be managed in policy terms as 
there is little difference in the approach between the two categories of settlement other than the extent of local services. 
Suggest that Villages should have development boundaries so there is greater distinction between the two categories and 
greater certainty, clarity and consistency in the way policies are implemented 

e Agreement with focussing the majority of planned growth to the higher order settlements with a wide range of facilities and 
services. However, some housing development should also be allocated within the lower order settlements such as the Villages 
and Rural Settlements to allow opportunities for localised growth in sustainable smaller settlements, particularly those with 
primary schools that are struggling to maintain pupil numbers e.g. Long Sutton. This would provide more certainty about 
future delivery rather than relying on an unknown quantum of sites to come forward as windfall. 

e Tatworth: the Crossman Acquisitions site at Perry Street, Tatworth is suggested as a suitable site for a residential allocation to 
assist with the delivery shortfall. 

e East Coker: It is considered that the 38 dwellings for East Coker has been calculated rather crudely by an average — a finer 
grained assessment would provide greater confidence in the accuracy of a figure. The Plan is inconsistent in stating that the 
presumption is that there is no development in the Rural Settlements, yet 11% of growth is planned for such settlements. 
Questioned how the recent application for 95 dwellings permitted at Holywell fits with the context of 54 dwellings allocated in 
the Neighbourhood Plan and the 38 planned in the Local Plan Review. Queries whether the 95 at Holywell could mean that YV3 
is reduced by this amount. Inconsistencies between YV3 and para. 5.48 regarding the number of dwellings on this site. 

e The East Coker Neighbourhood Plan correctly excludes the Yeovil SUE. 

e The Cokers: It is considered that the status of East, West and North Coker is confusing given their proximity to Yeovil. Suggests 
that the Cokers are clearly deserving of inclusion within the new Village category due to size, facilities, role and market 
Capacity to accommodate more development. 

e Sparkford: Considered that the 55-60 dwellings per Village will be largely absorbed by the reference to deliverable HELAA sites 
in the supporting document Potential for Rural Settlements to be Villages. However, there is no certainty that these will come 
forward and therefore an omission site is promoted through the LPR consultation. Part of the site is also suitable for general 
employment use and potentially for community uses in the longer term. 

e Curry Rivel: Curry Rivel should not be identified for development when the Council has recognised a climate emergency. It is 
considered that further residential development will cause environmental degradation and increase carbon emissions due to 
the poor public transport service and low level of employment provision in the village and at Langport. Suggests that Curry 
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Rivel should return to its status as a Rural Settlement and initiatives that encourage new business development and self- 
employment should be promoted together with improvements to infrastructure and public transport (including a cycle/foot 
path between the village and Langport). 

e Keinton Mandeville: Promotion of ‘Land to the rear of Church Street’ [revision of HELAA site E/KEMA/0008]. It is 
acknowledged that at this stage the consultation document states that the resulting need for the 12 Villages specified equates 
to approximately 60 dwellings per Village over the plan period. Suggested that this approach of delivering 8% of growth to the 
Villages may need some refinement or should be applied flexibly in so far that the housing requirement is a minimum figure. It 
is requested that the Council allocates the site, which has been positively assessed by the Council in the HELAA. It is considered 
that the site can be brought forward and within the next 5 years. 

e Promotion of ‘Land South of High Street, Keinton Mandeville’ for development. The Local Plan Review acknowledges that a 
notable proportion of development has been delivered in Rural Settlements, including at Keinton Mandeville. Development at 
Lake View Quarry is highlighted as evidence of how sustainable the village is. It is recommended that allocations should be 
made within the Villages tier on developable land in order to deliver development in a plan-led manner, and avoid 
uncertainties that the current Policy SS2 provides. The site promoted is considered to be the best available in the village and is 
recommended for allocation in the Local Plan Review. The site has been assessed by highways consultants and have confirmed 
that access to the site is achievable and will meet the standards required by the Highway Authority. It is considered that the 
site would likely require phasing for up to 60 dwellings, open space and landscaping; and therefore would accord with the 
requirement set by Policy SS2. 

e Ilton: Submission in respect of interest in the site ‘Land off Merryfield Road, Ilton’. The proposal to allow growth amounting to 
8% of the total future growth to the Villages is welcomed. If Ilton is added to the Villages category it would create 13 villages, 
each accounting for approximately 55 dwellings. To support this level of growth, it is considered that the most appropriate 
approach is to allocate sufficient sites to meet these requirements, where there are no Neighbourhood Plans being brought 
forward to make the allocation. This would have a positive effect on certainty for sites within the Villages and allow the Council 
to demonstrate how the plan is proactively addressing the housing requirement. Recommendation that Ilton is designated as a 
Village and Land off Merryfield Lane is allocated for 38 dwellings. 

e Broadway: The level of growth is not evidenced in respect of whether the viability of local services and facilities in Broadway is 
an issue, or that additional housing will benefit these services. 

e Templecombe: States that there is no justification for not allocating sites at the Villages. Suggests that proposed Villages such 
as Templecombe provide sustainable locations for additional growth that would limit unsustainable commuting flows and 
prevent any constraint on the existing economy. Greystoke Land control ‘Land at Temple Lane’ which should be considered for 
allocation. 

e Suggests that allocations should be made in villages and that ‘Land at Manor Farm, Templecombe’ should be specifically 
identified for around 80 dwellings. 
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e Templecombe is a sustainable settlement where new development should be directed. The principle of Policy SS2 is therefore 
supported. Site E/ABTE/0004 remains suitable, available and developable for residential development. 

e Query regarding whether the full evidence that determines the level of growth to the Villages is available — particularly in 
relation to how sites in Abbas and Templecombe have been identified. Concern raised regarding whether factors such as the 
character and setting of the settlement and the historical connections with the Knights Templar have been considered. Half the 
rural settlement housing target has been met and figures for each individual settlement should be provided. The level of 
development in Templecombe is highlighted to indicate whether there is a fair distribution across South Somerset. 

e The minimum housing requirement of 1,314 dwellings for Villages to 2036 results in a minimum of 60 dwellings for each Village 
based on a mathematical exercise of splitting the residual requirement across the 12 Villages. However, it is considered that 
this approach does not reflect the scale, character and sustainability of each settlement. Suggests that SS2 is revised to allow 
growth in Villages according to their scale, character and sustainability. Development capacities, based on evidence, should be 
identified for each Village — this is considered to result in more sustainable settlements such as Templecombe being afforded a 
higher proportion of the 1,314 dwellings attributed to Villages. 

e Support for the reclassification of Templecombe as a Village and a sustainable settlement where new housing should be 
directed. HELAA site reference E/ABTE/0004 ‘Land off Bowden Road’ remains suitable, available and developable for 
residential development. 

e Ilton: Objection to proposed housing at Ilton. 

e Lopen: Promotion of Land at ‘Mill Lane, Lopen TA13 5JR’ — N/LOPE/0001, N/LOPE/0003 and part N/LOPE/0002. The sites 
adjoin the existing employment area known as Lopen Business Park and it is considered that there are no constraints that 
prevent the site from being developed. The rural village of Lopen is an ideal location for businesses located 1.6 miles from the 
A303, with 2 business parks, a farm shop, restaurant, church and bus services to Crewkerne and Ilminster. The site is promoted 
for residential led development that will provide highway/junction improvements, a site for a village hall, additional 
employment land and public open space. It is suggested that the proposed site is consistent with draft Policy EP4 and Policy 
EP5 and performs better than the draft employment allocation at Lopen Head, which lacks pedestrian connectivity from any 
built-up area. It is acknowledged that South Petherton has experienced issues with employment supply which resulted in the 
initial development of Lopen Head Business Park. It is noted that no further employment land has come forward in South 
Petherton, and a substantial reduction of 0.5ha is proposed — which is the extension to Lopen Head. It is suggested that the 
site is included as an allocation in the LPR given the positive economic and public benefits. 

Suggestions 

e Itis considered that there should not be a need for reserve sites when the allocated sites are not duly processed. 


e Considers that it is important to have a range of site sizes and location types allocated to deliver housing across the LPA and 
ensure flexibility in the market. Highlights the NPPF requirement for 10% of allocated sites on smaller sites. 
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The planning authority should have a clear understanding of the land available in their area through the preparation of a 
SHLAA. 

Suggests that suitable, available and deliverable sites identified by the HELAA should be allocated within the Local Plan Review 
— including those within Villages and Rural Settlements. 

Scale of Growth Areas identified as available for commercial development have no indication of the nature (scale/massing) of that 

for the District development. Adequate employment will be needed for those moving to the district to avoid it becoming a dormitory area. 

and the Main Supports an increase in employment land allocation particularly in Martock to enable a decrease in out-commuting. Extensions 

Settlements of employment sites such as Stock Road and Bower Hinton are favoured with better links to the A303. 

(Employment) The Plan identifies 9360 new jobs to be created and 15,538 new homes to be delivered over the plan period. It is considered 

Para 5.52-5.55 that with an average of one person of working age per household the creation of new jobs is likely to be an underestimate; 
with a disparity between migration into the area and the ability to provide jobs. 

The south-west attracts a high proportion of retirees and does not have many employment opportunities or high enough 
wages to be a competitive location for working people. It is considered that this may be linked to a lack of tertiary education in 
the area. 

Agree with paragraph 5.60 that tourism in the district is long established and further growth in this sector will be supported 
through the Plan. 

The assertion that Brexit will lead to growth in the food and drink sector is questioned- it is considered that this is not 
consistent with official concerns about its impact and is speculative. 

Policy SS3 Employment development generally contributes significantly to peak hour traffic and this can present challenges to 
accommodate this demand on the SRN. It is recognised that many businesses would like to be in close proximity to the SRN 
and for some, this is essential. Whilst it is noted that the Plan supports economic growth along the main transport corridors, it 
is vital that development is targeted as sustainable sites to reduce any imbalance between population and jobs and avoid 
additional trips on the SRN as a result of out-commuting. The SRN should not be considered as an alternative to providing 
improvements to the existing sustainable modes network as well as the local road network for journeys to and from work. 
Question regarding whether the Horlicks site has been removed given the fall in employment land allocated for Ilminster. The 
town could become a prime employment site once improvements to the A303/A358 are completed. 





Recommendation that the policy is amended to prevent ambiguity and ensure consistency with Policy EP4. It is suggested that 
the policy is revised to reflect the fact that it applies to Villages, Rural Settlements and the Countryside (i.e. Rest of the 
District). Also suggested that the employment requirement (0.5ha) for Stoke Sub Hamdon be subsumed into that 
requirement(to total 22ha) — similar to the approach taken for Queen Camel in Policy SS2. 

The LPR persists in stating that Ilchester needs 1ha of employment land for 264 jobs. The MOD has indicated that no more 
civilian jobs are planned at RNAS Yeovilton. It is considered that this assumption of need, based on specialist consultancy 
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reports, is too optimistic, and would have to be located north of the Troubridge Park development to avoid flood risk but 
would further isolate the centre of Ilchester. 

e Areas identified for employment growth have no indication of the nature of the development proposed and how many jobs 
these areas would provide. It is suggested that there will need to adequate employment for those moving into the area. 

e Suggests that 21ha of employment allocation has been removed from Yeovil and placed in the Rural Settlements. Whilst 
evidence identifies that Yeovil does not need the quantum of employment land allocated in the adopted Local Plan, it is 
suggested that the amount being allocated in the Rural Settlements appears to be excessive when compared to the number of 
dwellings allocated to this tier and Policy SS4 which seeks to restrict development in Rural Settlements. It is recommended that 
the quantum of employment land to be delivered to this tier should be reviewed against other policies. 

e Yeovil already has consented sites which exceed the area allocated in the LPR. Suggests that the quantum of employment land 
to be allocated in Yeovil should at least match that which has been consented and in most cases serviced. 

e The LPR does not reflect the opportunities for sustainable growth at Wincanton, which provides an attractive location for 
economic growth. The presence of Wincanton PLC and the plans in place to regenerate the town centre are particularly 
highlighted. The Economic Development Strategy identifies the tourist industry as being a key growth sector for the district 
and contends that Wincanton is well placed to take advantage of this being in close proximity to a number of attractions, and 
the A303. It is suggested that the economic potential of Wincanton can only be taken advantage of by ensuring that there is a 
sufficient and suitably qualified, economically active population within easy travel distance of the town. However, it is noted 
that Policy SS2 only proposes the 7“ greatest level of housing growth of all of the settlements in the district — it is considered 
that such an approach will compromise the economic potential of Wincanton and require unsustainable commuting flows 
from less sustainable locations within the district and beyond. 

e Recent growth in employment in Bruton has been through change of use, regeneration of existing sites and growth of existing 
businesses rather than the allocation of new employment land. The Town Council is not against the allocation of new 
employment land but no suitable sites have been identified. A more beneficial approach would be to focus on developing and 
using existing employment sites more productively. The Council welcomes the reduction in the employment land allocation for 
Bruton. 

e Proposed development on ‘Land north of Cartgate Services’ could provide a significant contribution to the overall requirement 
of new employment land over the plan period It is also well located to service Yeovil, Martock and the surrounding rural areas. 

e Why the target is being set at 88ha is questioned when figure 5.6 suggests that 118.25ha of employment land has been 
identified. The Council are not taking advantage of the opportunities that are available and it is suggested that it would be 
more advantageous to progress the LPR with more employment opportunities. 

e The key growth sectors include aerospace, advanced engineering and manufacturing, tourism and food and drink, which are 
materially sensitive to the natural environment they operate in. It is important that planning for sustainable economic growth 
takes a natural capital approach to enable better decision making and to safeguard and enhance natural assets. 
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e Early engagement with Wessex Water is recommended where new employment land is proposed — particularly for industries 
with high water demand. 

Support 

e Employment land targets within Rural Settlements along the A303 corridor are supported. 

e Support for the identification of an employment land requirement for the Rural Settlements and the Rest of District and 
contends that policies should allow areas to build on their strengths. The Employment Land Review recognises the important 
role than the Rest of District has had in delivering employment land in the district, and these rural locations are clearly a driver 
of growth in the district. 

The Plan’s ambitions for economic growth are recognised and it is recommended that this is taken into account in setting an 
associated housing requirement to meet the district’s housing need. 
Policy SS4 - Support/support subject to amendments 
Development in e Considerable support for the protection afforded to smaller rural settlements in Policy SS4 through the increase in the number 
Rural of services to qualify as ‘sustainable’. It is considered that this approach will relieve development pressure and guard against 
Settlements the loss of unique South Somerset village identities and character, given the evidenced over-delivery of housing in Rural 
Settlements to date with no employment opportunities. New housing proposals in North Barrow are considered detrimental to 
local character and the community. 
Policy is well designed to still permit appropriate development to meet genuine local needs whilst preventing speculative 
housing development in small villages with few key facilities. 
Supports the changes to the sustainable classification requirements for Rural Settlements — these settlements should be 
considered jewels in the crowns of unspoilt areas such as Somerset and need more protection and conservation area status 
should be more widely applied to such settlements. 
Single track rural roads are at breaking point as the number of barn conversions has increased. It is suggested that there should 
be a moratorium on inappropriate development. 
Support for the policy approach, and it is recommended that consideration should be given to: 
a settlement’s carbon footprint, 
public transport provision, 
new housing should be focussed in settlements with the infrastructure to support family needs, and 
brownfield sites are prioritised. 
Considers that brownfield sites are areas that could be used for development in smaller towns. 
Policy SS4 - 
Development in 
Rural 
Settlements 
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e Paragraph 5.76 is contrary to earlier paragraphs pertaining to the ‘sustainability trap’. Some smaller hamlets are well within 
walking/cycling distance of larger centres and other villages. Some small scale development may be appropriate in relation to 
the ‘clustering’ concept. There is a need for rural exception sites to enable local people to meet their own housing needs. 

e SS4 (i) (a) is an unnecessary duplication of that which has already been established in the evidence base and detailed in 
paragraph 5.8. 

e A mechanism to control the size of properties in rural settlements is required to stop developers getting support for modest 3 
bed dwellings and changing them to 4-5 bed dwellings through the application. 

e As 12 ofthe larger rural settlements have now been reclassified as Villages, there are insufficient Rural Settlements remaining 
that meet the new criteria in SS4. Concern that the burden will automatically fall on the ‘Villages’ to take the excess as there is 
no specific policy for Villages in the Plan. Any new policy must encourage smaller, infill developments that are appropriate in 
size, scale and design to the local vernacular. 

e The inclusion of a faith facility in the list of facilities required to determine whether a settlement qualifies as a Rural Settlement 
is questioned. The presence of a church does not make a village more or less sustainable and should be removed. However, it 
is suggested that the criteria should include the availability of public transport, particularly with the climate emergency. 
Experience suggests that public transport is inadequate and cannot be used for commuting to work. Greater emphasis should 
be given to the declaration of a climate emergency, and the need to address climate change. 

e Suggested changes to the policy criterion (c) include the potential for artificial subdivision of sites larger than 1 hectare that 
could incrementally result in large developments that are disproportionate to the scale of the settlement; further clarity on 
how the inconsistency with the settlement strategy will be assessed; and an explanation of what happens if Rural Settlements 
don’t deliver their housing numbers would be helpful. Similarly it is questioned if a Rural Settlement has delivered its ‘fair 
share’ whether the policy strong enough to resist further development. 

e Policy SS4 should be amended in order to restrict the quantum of development capable of being delivered at these less 
sustainable settlements and in doing so help differentiate their role and function from the larger and more sustainable Villages 
tier. The policy should be amended to remove the services criterion (a) and only permit development that is located ‘within’ 
the existing built settlement (not adjacent to). Criterion (c) should be deleted and criterion ii) amended to state ‘adjacent to 
the settlement boundary’. 

e Considers that the LPR adopts a more permissive approach to development at the least sustainable Rural Settlements, which 
contrasts with the sustainable development set out in Policy SS5 of the adopted Local Plan. Policy SS4 does not provide for 
sustainable development. Templecombe has 5 of the 6 services listed but is precluded from receiving additional growth owing 
to its classification as a higher order Village rather than a lower order Rural Settlement — this is considered to be perverse. 
Another policy should be included, which provides for development at the Villages which allows for development within 
and/or well-related to and respects the character of the settlement. 


55 


South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





e The principle of Policy SS4 is supported, but concern is raised over the stringent policy requirements attached to the policy. It is 
unclear why the requirement for the number of services has been raised to four — given that the evidence base is considered 
out-dated and no further information has been provided to justify this change. It is suggested that this approach dismisses 
important consideration of existing and future public transport provision, dwindling intake at primary schools and other 
infrastructure requirements which could be improved through the provision of new development opportunities. 

e The wording of Policy SS4 is contrary to the NPPF in terms of a presumption against development — it is suggested that it 
should be worded more positively e.g. “development within rural settlements will be supported where key sustainability 
criteria are met”. Wording in the supporting text is also highlighted in terms of the premise of no development — the Local Plan 
Review should positively support the contribution that small housing schemes can make to the sustainability and vitality of 
smaller Rural Settlements. Housing in Rural Settlements that is commensurate with the scale of the settlement can be carried 
out and not undermine the settlement strategy. 

e The issue of the definition of ‘isolated homes’ in the context of the NPPF and case law is raised and it is considered that sites 
near other houses cannot be defined as ‘isolated’ nor can a lack of nearby services be cited as a reason homes should be 
classed as isolated. Suggested that a different policy tool will be needed and reinforced by evidence. 

e The supporting text provides no justification for the increase in the number of criteria (facilities) required to qualify as a Rural 
Settlement and those settlements which currently qualify under adopted Policy SS2 that would no longer qualify. It is 
suggested that other services and facilities that contribute to the sustainability of a settlement are included in the list such as 
pre-school/nursery, sport facilities, petrol stations, cafes, restaurants and takeaways. 

e The policy will cause settlements with fewer services than the policy requires to become dormant. It is suggested that this is a 
short-sighted approach in a district that is rural in nature. 

e The level of growth directed to the settlements (a residual level of growth Of 38 dwellings per settlement) would be very 
difficult to achieve under the restrictive criteria of the policy. All Rural Settlements with three or more of the services should be 
allowed some development with an additional level of flexibility that allows a case-by-case consideration that takes into 
account other aspects such as employment opportunities and distance to main towns and villages 

e Objection to the requirement that development should provide two types of the developments listed for Rural Settlements — 
each type of development should be supported in isolation. 

e The issue of how single plots would be considered under criteria B is raised and it is suggested that policy should support small 
scale housing development (1-3 homes) within sustainable settlements including hamlets or clusters of housing. Alternatively a 
commuted sum for off-site provision of affordable housing, employment or community facilities is suggested. 

e The policy places a hard restriction on new development for Rural Settlements without at least four of the six named facilities. 
It is suggested that there may be circumstances where a settlement with fewer facilities has a need for new development that 
can support the delivery of local services and infrastructure. The Council should reconsider the strict criteria in part i. a. of this 
policy to allow for flexibility where, for example, the immediate settlement may not provide four of the services but 


56 


South Somerset 
District Council 


South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





considered together with other local settlements the development may support a wider network of services as supported by 
para. 78 of the NPPF. 

e The policy could preclude development coming forward on suitable sites in settlements with only two or three of the listed 
services and would be contrary to the national policy objective of boosting the supply of housing. 

e Concern over the decline in rural communities, and demographic imbalance towards wealthier retired residents. Adopted 
Policy SS2 addresses this imbalance by allowing a greater supply of new housing in rural communities allowing a rebalancing of 
the demographic. Services ae not disappearing solely on the basis that there isn’t a population to support them. The proposed 
Policy SS4 is considered to be a backwards step — all rural settlements should accept a proportionate amount of development 
and introduce policies that support housing for the younger generation living in rural areas. Policy SS4 should remain as within 
the adopted Local Plan or go further to reduce it to one service. Better digital provision will enable a greater proportion to 
work from home and reduce the need to drive to work. A less restrictive approach to housing delivery is needed. 

e 100% affordable housing schemes would be permitted in settlements that do not meet the criteria, but this does not assist 
where a scheme may be bringing forward affordable housing to meet local needs. It is suggested that sections of the policy are 
reworded to allow for flexibility to bring forward such schemes, and Part ii should also allow for needs to be identified through 
other measures such as the local housing register, the most recent SHMA or other datasets. 

e Where the policy requires ‘an identified local need’ for affordable housing — concern over how this may be demonstrated if 
there is no household need survey or the parish are not producing a Neighbourhood Plan. It is questioned whether the Council 
has sufficient evidence to be able to identify the local need, and if not, the requirement should be removed, as there clearly is 
a need for affordable housing on a district-wide basis. In respect to identifying local need for market housing, it is less likely 
that conclusive data will be available — therefore this wording should be removed to make the plan sound. 

e Concerned that part b. of the policy in relation to mixed tenure schemes is to the potential detriment of delivering 100% 
affordable housing developments and part c. requires clarification regarding what scale would be inconsistent with the 
strategy in Policy SS1. 

e Clarity should be provided as to levels of affordable housing expected to be provided on sites smaller than 10 dwellings but 
larger than 0.5ha in size. In such settlements, small housing schemes are common and therefore the policy should refer to 
proportionate off-site contributions towards affordable housing. 

e Concern that the Council has misinterpreted the intention of paragraph 68a of the NPPF with regard to sites being of less than 
1 hectare and this should be reviewed. — contends that the NPPF expects the Council to identify land to accommodate at least 
10% of its housing land. The NPPF seeks to encourage the identification of sites up to 1ha, but the policy is used to restrict 
development in Policy SS4 — it is considered that this is a negative contradiction with the NPPF that positively aspires to 
support growth and smaller scale builders. This should be reconsidered so that suitable sites are not prevented from coming 
forward — such as proposals that include public open space or another community facility that may result in a site over 1ha. It 
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may also result in schemes would not allow for the best use of land with regards to the design layout i.e. too high density for 
the character of the settlement or prevent provision of appropriate landscape buffers. 

e Suggest the wording of criteria C is changed to: “Any development proposals in Rural Settlements should include housing 
development of no larger than 1 hectare of net developable land”. 

e No justification has been provided for the 1 hectare size limit and it is not considered reasonable to arbitrarily restrict 
development sites in Rural Settlements to 1 hectare. Applications should be considered on their own merits. Considers that 
smaller sites are unlikely to bring wider development benefits such as affordable housing or community facilities and might 
prevent mixed use sites from coming forward. An example of a site at Long Sutton is provided, which although considered to 
be suitable, available and achievable for development in the HELAA, would be against the policy requirements as it is above 
the 1 hectare requirement. 

e tis suggested that policies included in the Sedgemoor Local Plan at the request of the Inspector have much to commend them 
in terms of the scope for limited infilling by self-build and low cost/market housing in small settlements where a number of 
services are available. It is recommended that the approach taken by Sedgemoor DC with regard to policy guidance for self- 
build to meet certain local occupancy criteria is utilised. 

e Itis questioned how developers are expected to demonstrate that they generally follow robust community engagement and 
consultation and how this would be considered through the DM process. 

e Reference to community-led plans should be removed as these are non-statutory documents and further clarity is required. 

e |t would be more appropriate if Policy SS4 allowed for the consideration of sites adjacent to the built-up area of higher order 
settlements in the settlement hierarchy to come forward — this would be consistent with the spatial strategy of the Plan which 
seeks to focus growth to the larger centres. 

e Concern raised in relation to future development in Fivehead. The settlement has only 3 of the facilities listed in Policy SS4, and 
existing infrastructure could not support any additional housing, including sewerage infrastructure which is already at capacity. 
Considers that the settlement does not have the level of services and employment to support further growth — and that it 
would only serve to create a need to commute and increase the carbon footprint of the village. 

e Concern raised by the Parish Council that does not understand how the figure of 305 dwellings for Combe St Nicholas have 
been contrived, and why the figure is so high. 


Policy SS5 — Strong support for the policy which places social, physical and environmental infrastructure on an equal footing and which 
Infrastructure explicitly requires improvements to biodiversity assets and green infrastructure on new sites. Understands that the scope of 


Delivery the IDP will plan for green infrastructure alongside grey infrastructure which is strongly welcomed. A strategic rather than site 
by site approach to identifying strategic green infrastructure schemes is advocated across the District that optimises multiple 
benefits. 
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e Coordination between all parties is essential to ensure effective delivery of housing is supported by timely and efficient 
delivery of infrastructure to support it. Development viability is a key consideration and working with developers is essential. 
The open book approach should only be applied in exceptional circumstances. 

e The Council should review its CIL in the near future to support the Regulation 19 consultation, given the changes in approach. 
It is noted that the CIL Regulations 2019 have removed the need for Regulation 123 lists in favour of annual infrastructure 
funding statements. This section of the Plan should be reviewed in light of the new regulatory requirements and notably the 
PPG now includes affordable housing as a type of infrastructure. It is imperative that CIL is not set at a level that prohibits 
development coming forward. 

e The policy should ensure S106 obligations meet the tests that are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms. In respect of CIL, charging authorities are encouraged to work proactively with developers to ensure they are clear 
about the authority's infrastructure needs and what developers will be expected to pay for. The Council should ensure there is 
no ‘double dipping’ with developers paying twice for the same infrastructure. 

e Updated CIL Regulations indicates changes are needed to 5.94, 5.99 and 5.105. 

e The LPR should set out the contributions expected from development including the level and types of affordable housing and 
other infrastructure for education, health, transport, flood and water management open space, digital communication etc. 
Suggests that such requirements should not undermine the deliverability of the LPR and an updated whole plan viability 
assessment should be undertaken as soon as possible to inform the next stage of the LPR. 

e Suggestion that the LPR could include a facility to direct CIL funds towards AONB management purposes as identified in the 
adopted AONB Management Plan. 

e The increase in CIL to 25% for Town/Parish councils is welcomed and it is requested that a more detailed breakdown of how 
these funds are collected, distributed and enforced is provided. 

e The current IDP is noted for indicating that the capacity of the Strategic Road Network (SRN) to accommodate additional traffic 
across the Plan area (specifically referencing Southfields roundabout) is limited. The production of a robust evidence base 
should identify the scale and phasing of the infrastructure required to support the Plan. Several transport models have been 
developed for the SRN within the district by Highways England, and subject to agreement of an appropriate scope, these could 
be of use to the Council in developing a robust transport evidence base. Further work needs to be undertaken to develop a 
transport evidence base in support of the Local Plan Review — this needs to be appropriate and robust and set out any 
mitigation to address any severe impacts on the SRN. 

e NPPF para. 162 requires LPAs to work with other authorities and providers to assess the quality and capacity of infrastructure 
for transport and its ability to meet forecast demands. This should ensure that plans are in place to provide the land and 
infrastructure necessary to support current and projected future levels of development. The issue of viability should be 
considered in the context of the NPPF paras. 173 ad 177. 
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e Ifthe Plan is to satisfy the requirements of the NPPF in terms of identifying the necessity of transport infrastructure it would 
need to be supported by an assessment of the infrastructure necessary to ensure than traffic impacts are not severe. 

e There have been no traffic surveys to decide what improvements are required for new development. Crewkerne is identified 
as having the worst road network of the four Primary Market Towns, but the second highest number of proposed homes. 

e The only tools the Plan identifies for delivering infrastructure and community facilities are S106 agreements and CIL. As 
development within CEDA (Chard) is free of CIL, it is questioned how these large infrastructure costs will be met. Concern that 
funding for infrastructure will be reduced in order for housing developments to be viable propositions. 

e Notes and supports the inclusion of the second sentence of the first clause. However it is noted that this text is also set out in 
the adopted Local Plan and that the policy has not been implemented as existing committed developments within CEDA are 
not contributing to the infrastructure as set out tin the 2015/16 IDP 

e No objection to providing additional infrastructure where this is reasonable and necessary for development to proceed. With 
regards to ‘Land at Mount Hindrance’ in Chard the necessary improvements can be made through the development. Suggest 
that criterion iii) should be deleted as such payments are not justified. 

e tis considered that the Plan does not provide detail as to how funds collected will be specifically invested in low carbon travel 
or if there is an opportunity to address climate change issues. 

e Concern that there is not enough supporting growth and no real commitment to green infrastructure and transport. Changes 
in rail could have a benefit on employment, tourism and minimise travelling by car. Explore the potential for reopening stations 
in some of the smaller towns to make it easier for older residents to travel and become less isolated. 

e İn order to meet the NPPF requirements for open space, this should include a strategy (supply and demand analysis with 
qualitative issues included) covering the need for indoor and outdoor sports facilities, including playing pitches. Aware of an 
adopted Playing Pitch Strategy within the last 3 years. 

e For sport buildings and land that are not playing pitches (swimming pools, tennis courts, athletics tracks etc) there should also 
be a wider Sport Strategy including swimming pools, sports halls and other non-playing pitch sports. The Sport England 
technical guide for Assessing Needs & Opportunities (ANOG) regarding sport is referenced that accompanies the NPPF (as 
referenced on the DCLG website). 

e Concern raised regarding a lack of evidence base for sport not played on a playing pitch and question whether the Indoor 
Sports Needs Assessment has been finalised and adopted. 

e Notes there are currently deficiencies in the following services: Police — no working PCSO in the Coker Ward. Provision for 
Police in the LPR is questioned in relation to the additional growth proposed. Education: detail needed regarding new schools 
(particularly secondary and SEND) and the timescales for their provision. Considers that there is a need for tertiary education 
so that South Somerset can compete with other districts and retain the educated younger population needed to grow the 
economy. Question in relation to the changes to the military community that are likely to increase the number of military living 
in the district and the children of which will attend local schools and use local facilities. 
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Paragraph 5.93 - suggest that a more specific education infrastructure should be detailed in this paragraph. 

Policy SS5 — v. f) suggest that it is better to describe schools as education infrastructure and separated from Community 
Facilities. In the district there are several areas which have 1st, middle and upper school. The County Council are in need of 
requesting for post 16 education and special schools which should be allowed for in this plan period. 

Part v identifies education contributions may be collected as part of a planning obligation. It is considered that this system 
provides no certainty for applicants with regard to whether potentially substantial sums will be required from a site or not, and 
currently this appears to be on the larger sites at the expense of affordable housing, and to the benefit of smaller sites. It is 
noted that during the past year SCC have significant increased the amounts sought in respect of education. It is believed that 
the new basis for seeking contributions warrants full examination to ensure that it reflects the experience of whole 
settlements and not just a shift of younger buyers to New Homes Bonus qualifying properties that occur on new 
developments, which would represent ‘double counting’ 

Whether there is a skilled workforce required to work in health care facilities is questioned, including what additional health 
care provisions are planned for the additional population expected as no details are provided. 

It is considered that the demographic changes anticipated in this area point to some very specific requirements such as the 
significant increase in those aged 65 and over. NHS data states that the six local doctor’s surgeries in the area are functioning 
at full capacity already and the hospital is at 98.6% capacity and has a limited footprint for development. It is suggested that 
there is limited detail in the plan for how health service provision will change in the area to provide for what will be a 
significant growth and change in population. Developers should be held responsible for the provision of appropriate levels of 
health service provision commensurate to the needs of the entire population in the area. 

In point v. d) it is recommended that the words ‘or new’ between ‘improvements to’ and ‘biodiversity assets’. 
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Section 6. Yeovil 
Supporting Text ° 





Submission of the School Organisation Plan for Yeovil area with current forecasts and the number of school aged 
children new developments are expected to yield, and what this means in terms of education provision. 


Alternative Sites 


Support for most of what is stated in the supporting text. It is considered that if a greater buffer was incorporated on the 
standard method housing figure and a distribution of housing where close to 40% of growth was directed to Yeovil, this 
would lead to the need for additional sites in the town. Suggests that this could be met by including site YEO7 from the 
Issues & Options document that could accommodate 500-600 dwellings. It is recommended that the Plan introduces a 
priority for substantial development proposals at Yeovil, including the SUEs. 

Promotes omission site ‘Land off Kingspring Lane (YEO7 Issues and Options)’ for inclusion in the Local Plan Review to 
meet some of Yeovil’s’ growth. Suggests a capacity for about 390 dwellings. 

It is considered that given constraints around Yeovil, the opportunities at ‘Brimsmore, Keyford and Kingspring Lane’ 
provide the town with sites that can accommodate further development at sustainable locations and promote a better 
balance between jobs growth and where people choose to live. Economies of scale and critical mass will secure better 
use of existing infrastructure and will offer a degree of self-containment to the area; promoting sustainable transport 
options. 

It is considered that the approach to residential growth is flawed as all of the new proposed allocations are some 
distance from the town centre, whereas there are available sites to the south and east of Yeovil that should be 
considered either as alternatives or in addition to the proposed allocations. Suggests that the Council works closely with 
Dorset Council to more appropriately plan for balanced growth on the south-western edge of the town. Given evidence 
in the SHMA that a Yeovil-focused functional area includes much of South Somerset and stretches into West Dorset, it is 
suggested that the Council should be reviewing its previous position on the site on the eastern edge of Yeovil and 
continuing a proactive dialogue with Dorset Council. Suggests there is the potential to identify the site for allocation 
through the duty to co-operate and include a specific policy covering the site which clearly sets out that its allocation is 
favourable and would be supported in the context of the Dorset Local Plan review. 

New strategic employment should be located to access the A303 at Cartgate, and accommodate A, B C1 and D class uses. 
Reference made in the ELR regarding the omission site adjacent to Cartgate roundabout, and indicates that access to the 
site has been considered in terms of the current situation and future proposals for the A303. It is recommended that the 
site is located in a strategically important location and should be recognised as such in the LPR and that this approach is 
consistent with para. 84 of the NPPF (economic development in rural areas). 

Objection to Section 6 on the basis that the Plan does not include an allocation for the ‘Land at Lufton’ (HELAA site ref 
S/BRYM/0013). It is considered that a larger and more diverse roster of allocations can support the delivery of homes, 
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particularly across Yeovil, as it removes the reliance on just a few, very large sites and avoids the risk of the plan failing 
due to slow delivery. Proposes that the land at Lufton is included as an allocation within the new plan. 
Objections 
e |tis suggested that it is time to consider and plan for a Garden Village close to the A303 for both employment and 
housing. 
Allocations for housing on brownfield sites in Yeovil are welcomed. It is questioned whether the housing numbers on 
these sites are factored into the overall housing allocations, as these are not featured in the earlier Yeovil housing 
section. Clarification is required. 
The Inspector for the adopted Local Plan stated that his preferred option was to build four separate developments 
around the Yeovil periphery and that due to the Council’s opposition two larger urban developments were agreed. 
The car currently dominates travel in the district and key traffic routes across the centre of Yeovil suffer from congestion 
which will be exacerbated by growth in housing to the south and residents travelling across the town to jobs growth in 
the north. 
The lower proportion of the overall growth towards Yeovil than in the adopted Local Plan is questioned. It is considered 
that the introduction of a new Village tier is not objectionable, but should not be at the expense of focussing 
development on suitable sites in the most sustainable location, Yeovil. 
Objection to the LPR proposing fewer dwellings to Yeovil than the adopted Local Plan. The majority of housing growth 
should still be directed toward Yeovil as the largest settlement and prime economic driver for the district that benefits 
from significant local aerospace/manufacturing employment opportunities. It has high levels of self-containment, 
benefits from two mainline railway stations, and is the focus for retail and services. The Council’s monitoring shows that 
whilst delivery has been below the annualised housing target in Yeovil, the total commitments if all implemented, could 
be considered to be on course to meet its housing delivery. It is considered that Yeovil’s substantial sustainability 
credentials should be supported by the town remaining the overall focus for new growth. It is suggested that there is no 
justification for reducing the amount of growth to the most sustainable settlement in the district. 
The delays that have occurred in the delivery of large urban extensions have not been part of the preparation and 
submission of the applications. 
Policy YV1- Yeovil General Comment 
Sustainable Urban Wessex Water state that they will work with developers to produce a strategy to serve the proposed urban extensions 
Extensions and housing growth at Yeovil. 
Para. 6.14 — states that it does not make clear that these policy standards are subject to viability within the adopted 
Local Plan, and that this summary should refer to this fact. 
Para 6.14 refers to options for non-car travel. The 15,538 new households highlighted in the plan will therefore generate 
over 18,600 new cars and that the impact of this is not addressed by the plan. Considers that the approach to improving 
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public transport and other sustainable/active travel is unrealistic and not supported by any credible evidence. It is 
suggested that the growth planned will lead to greater impacts on an already over-burdened network. The plan makes 
no effort to explain what investment in non-car modes of travel will be. 

Suggestions 

e The whole town is designated as an Air Quality Management Area. It is considered that street trees play an important 
role in alleviating the impacts of air pollution and providing other ecosystem services. The Council should require street 
trees to be designed in from the earliest stages of planning to maximise these benefits- including policies YV1 and HW1. 

e Notes that most sites in Yeovil are located well outside Flood Zones 2 and 3 with the exception of the North SUE which is 
partly adjacent the Yeo floodplain and two EP1 allocations with are partly within the Dodham Brook floodplain. The SFRA 
recommends detailed modelling to be undertaken as part of site specific FRA where development is within flood zones 
2/3. The LPR indicates planning permission is already in place and therefore it is not clear if any further modelling has 
been undertaken as part of these FRAs. The Council should note that any development site that is adjacent to or partly 
overlaps flood zones 2 and 3 should be backed up by modelling. 

° Para. 6.12 — clarity required with regard to the definition of community facilities and education infrastructure. 

e Include one primary school with early year’s provision — the same for the south area and the north area, nursery should 
be included — it is part of the standard build to include a nursery, but this is not clear unless stated. 

e Acknowledges that the delivery of the SUEs will deliver a large proportion of the housing required to meet housing 
needs, but considers that the Council will need to ensure that they have applied realistic assumptions around lead-in 
times and build-out rates for the proposed allocations — the SUESs demonstrate the technical challenges to the timely 
delivery of such sites. The Council has experienced delays with the CLR site at Crewkerne and whilst the site benefits 
from outline planning consent for 525 dwellings with reserved matters approval for 230 homes plus a further 100 and a 
60 bed care home — the development has yet to commence due to issues regarding its viability due to infrastructure 
costs (link road in particular). 

Support 

e Support for the allocation of the Yeovil SUEs in the Preferred Options document, but it is suggested that the quality of 
the development is sufficiently controlled by other policies and therefore criterion iii is not necessary. 

e Supports the re-allocation of the Yeovil SUEs. It is suggested that the policy is amended to reflect the agreed affordable 
housing provision at 15% and not 29% as stated in policy. The policy should be amended to reflect that the provision of 
one primary school (at the north east SUE) is no longer relevant and it has been agreed with the LEA that a contribution 
to an extension of the existing school and land to provide additional playing fields is preferable. 


Object 
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e Considered that it is reasonable for the SUEs to deliver at least 30% affordable housing given the quantum of housing on 
these sites, and that the adopted Local Plan policy requirement is 35%. SSDC are urged not to renege on this 
requirement in decision-making. 

e The policy wording does not reflect the rationale stated in the supporting text in relation to requirements for 
greenspace, levels of affordable housing, options for non-car travel and employment opportunities. Considers that if the 
Council’s target is 35% affordable housing (adopted Local Plan) then the SUEs should deliver the same, also suggests that 
the policy wording is more robust to reflect garden town aspirations — wording provided. 

e The Plan includes a significant number of allocations including those that will have a direct and indirect pact on the 
significance of national known and unknown designated and undesignated heritage assets. The allocation policies are 
silent and provide no clarity for the decision makers as to what they should do about the historic environment. 

e The Plan should include site specific safeguards in the form of key design principles for the SUEs around Yeovil to ensure 
the conservation of the significance of affected heritage assets. 

e Compliance with Garden City principles means these sites should include at least 40% green space of which 20% should 
be public. It is considered that some of this space should be close to the neighbourhood centre and make provision for 
allotments. An additional children’s play area should be warranted by a quantum of 765 dwellings. 

e Query criterion iii of the policy with regard to how developers would know where these features, feeding areas and 
roosts are? Recommendation that the policy protects any existing pinch points from being impinged upon and prevents 
new pinch points being created. 

e tis suggested that criterion iii is deleted as it only selects one particular protected species and attempts to regulate for 
that species. States that there is no justification for selecting one protected species over any others and is written in 
such an inflexible way that it could be used to provident development occurring at all and this is covered by international 
and national legislation. 

e Suggests that this policy could benefit from an overarching statement on highways mitigation measures. 

e The Council should be mindful that these large strategic sites need to be supplemented with a range of housing sites by 
size and market location to secure the deliverability of the Plan. It is recommended that the Plan should identify 
additional housing land and allow for further flexibility so that sites not allocated through the Plan can come forward to 
accommodate any slippage that may occur in respect of the SUEs. 

South/Keyford SUE 

e Concern that there are unresolved issues with the SUE at Keyford, most notably in relation to highways and access. East 
Coker and Barwick and Stoford Parish Councils are jointly employing consultants to look into the concerns about the 
proposed access into the Key ford site and wider impact this will have on the capacity of Horsey Lane roundabout. 
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e The Sustainability Appraisal identifies that the southern SUE contains deciduous woodland priority habitat. It is advised 
that currently Policy YV1 is silent on this and that the policy should protect the priority habitat and require that a 
biodiversity corridor is created in the site to ensure biodiversity resilience. 

North East/Mudford SUE 

e National Grid states that the proposed site is crossed by a National Grid underground high-pressure gas pipeline. This 
should be taken into account when site options are developed in more detail — the approach is to seek to leave existing 
transmission pipelines in situ, and National Grid has land rights for each asset to prevent the erection of 
permanent/temporary buildings or structures, or other engineering works. 

e Objection to the site allocation Policy YV1 — this is supported by expert consultant reports on traffic and transport, 
landscape, contaminated land and updated flood risk and surface water drainage assessment. This representation also 
forms an objection to the outline application on the north SUE near Mudford. 

o The traffic and transport report reviews the developer’s plans and supporting information including Environmental 
Statement. It identifies flaws and omissions in the transport information and the Parish Council concludes that it 
further demonstrates the unreliability of the information submitted — this includes: 

o The adoption of a future year of 2019 for assessing the impact of the proposed development is considered 
inappropriate as the earliest the development could be fully occupied would be around 2027. 

o The transport assessment’s reliance on traffic surveys undertaken in 2011 is unreasonable as this is not comparable 
with 2017 surveys — making conclusions meaningless. 

o No consideration has been given to the implications of the provision of a new junction on Lyde Road — .this access 
was not part of the original application. 

o No evidence of identifying those areas or locations most sensitive to changes in traffic flows. 

o The highway safety assessment is out of date as it is based on data that pre-dates the latest 5 year period. 

o The delivery of the proposed development relies on the ability to close Primrose Lane — there has been no 
demonstration that this is feasible. 

o The Parish Council installed speed recording devices at either end of the village on the A359 — recording 4889 
travelling south and 4796 daily average travelling north. There is a discrepancy between the data collected by the 
Parish Council and that relied upon by the developer. 

o LANDSCAPE: The policy requires 40% green space and structural landscape to reduce wider landscape impacts. It is 
considered that light pollution is also a significant issue at this site. It is important that policies should ensure that 
new development is appropriate for its location taking into account the effects on the natural environment, 
pollution, living conditions and sensitivity of the site to impacts that could arise from within the development. 
Policy should: 
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o Mitigate and reduce to a minimum the potential adverse impacts (including on health/well-being) resulting from 
noise from new development 

o Identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively unaffected by noise and are valued for their 
recreational and amenity offer. 

o  Limitthe impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature 
conservation. 

o POLICY FAILURES: The policy requirement to deliver 40% open space and structural landscaping has not been 
delivered by the developer’s plans which includes playing fields, play areas and attenuation basins that cannot be 
planted to provide the mitigation required. 

o There are other anomalies and deficiencies in the developer's landscape information including a lack of assessment 
of the worst case scenario and that the proposed landscape planting does not screen the wider landscape harm to 
the scarp slope. Consultants engaged by the PC conclude: 

o mitigation planting on the face of the scarp is not clear in the information submitted and does not offer substantial 
perimeter planting — appears to relate to hedgerow reinforcement only. 

o Mitigation is described as a broad swathe of open land which therefore cannot provide screening. 

o No photo-montages or visualisations are provided to demonstrate the effects of the mitigation strategy. 

o The greenspace planned for by the developer is misleading as it includes recreation space that cannot be used for 
the mitigation of landscape and visual effects. 

o CONTAMINATED LAND: The Parish Council has sent SSDC 2 reports that have identified a deficiency in the 
contaminated land assessment for Anthrax. The consultants engaged have questioned the conclusion that no burial 
sites have been found and therefore sufficient investigation into the matter has taken place, and that the absence 
of burial pits has not been adequately demonstrated (sampling has not been extensive), and without a firm 
conclusion there is insufficient information to conclude the site is safe and suitable for residential development. 

o DRAINAGE: Consultants engaged to review the FRA and surface water drainage have confirmed that ground 
conditions do not support soakaways and have identified several areas of deficiency. They conclude that there is a 
need to review the drainage strategy for reasons including: 

o No clarification of long term maintenance for the surface water drainage and the Environment Agency and NPPF 
state that maintenance arrangements should be provided. 

o Further information detailing the swale from Pond 3 should be provided. 

No overland exceedance flow routes have been provided for the main site or Pond 3. 

o Issues are noted with the design in the drainage strategy which require review and amendment — including 
discharge rates for pond designs, for the full range of events, not the maximum design storm event and particular 
issues around the design of the attenuation ponds. 


O 
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o If surface water needs to be connected into an existing sewer, evidence should be provided to the LLFA and LPA 
that shows infiltration or a connection to a watercourse is not achievable. 
o The developer should take steps to ensure that the water company adopts and maintains the attenuation. 

Policy YV2 — Housing Support 

Growth North West of |e The site is adjacent to the current Brimsmore site which comprises 977 homes with a village square that includes services 

Brimsmore Key Site and facilities. Concept Plan for YV2 Land North West of Brimsmore submitted. Illustrating green buffer to Thorne Coffin 
and Chilthorne Domer — greenspace equating to 48% - and transport links to the Brimsmore key site or alternative access 
from Tintinhull Road. 

e Supports Policy YV2 in principle. The development would sit in a natural low lying valley between the two ridgelines. It is 
suggested that with planting and some ground modelling on the western most ridge, and planting on the northern 
boundary, two-storey housing would be screened from most of the wider landscape to the north and west, and to the 
east the scheme would link to the existing Brimsmore site. Elsewhere there would be a landscape buffer against the 
rounds of the Grade II listed building The White House. 

e tis suggested that the village of Thorne Coffin would be separated from the scheme by private fields that surround the 
village, which include a continuous row of large oak trees and a 70-90m new landscape buffer strip with extensive new 
tree planting within the scheme. 


Object 

e Objections to more high quality agricultural land being considered for additional housing, rather than food production and 
causing damage to the environment. Brownfield sites should be progressed in advance of greenfield sites for residential 
use. The Brownfield Register identifies two locations in the Brympton area and these should be considered ahead of YV2 
and those allocated for employment use such as the Bunford Lane site where employment use has not been taken up. 

e Suggest housing is redirected to the south SUE site, the creation of a new settlement near the A303, or extending A3088 
towards Martock for a new area of growth. 

e Objection to the proposed allocation over the northwest hedge line — propose that if housing is required it is kept in the 
natural dip of the land behind the northern edge of the development. 

e Much of the site seems reasonable for development, but it is suggested that the description of the site is not accurate and 
should note that there are slopes to the west. 

e The policy contravenes the Vision and supporting objectives relating to the conservation and enhancement of the natural 
environment given the pressure for growth at all costs. 

e The proposed site conflicts with SA objectives to maintain and enhance community and settlement identities, protect 
surface and groundwater resources, protect and where possible enhance nationally and locally designated landscapes, 
protect and where possible enhance designated and non-designated heritage assets, and to avoid the use of land 
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classified as best and most versatile agricultural land. It is suggested that the SA does not include the site in the Options 
Appraisal of the Yeovil sites [Table Alll.2 presents appraisal findings in relation to the site options]. 

Current proposed and planned development around Yeovil is leading to an imbalance between north and south. 
Considers that the development is unnecessary, obtrusive and expensive. The Brimsmore site should be able to satisfy the 
need for local housing if developers built homes within the reach of first-time buyers. No further developments should be 
brought forward until existing commitments are complete. 

Maps showing the proposed allocations are considered to be totally inadequate and fail to show any sites that have 
already been granted planning permission, and also appear to be out of date. To issue such information is fraudulent and 
an attempt to deceive 


Issues raised 


Suggests that the HELAA plan does not include the YV2 site which is now being proposed for development. 
[S/YEWI1/0012 is in the HELAA]. 

Concern regarding the impact of the proposed allocation on residents of Chilthorne Domer and Thorne Coffin. 

Issue of coalescence with Chilthorne Domer and Thorne Coffin, particularly in relation to recent planning permission 
granted on land along Tintinhull Road. 

The new development would extend to within 250m of Chilthorne Domer and being situated at a higher elevation it is 
considered that development would be obtrusive. 

Need to avoid bad planning inherent in urban sprawl and its effect on landscape and townscape. 

The historic significance of Thorne Coffin should be recognised. The site encroaches on a conservation area, which 
includes many listed buildings and therefore development should be restricted to beyond the ridgeline of the hill to 
avoid impacting on the setting of the village and conservation area. These are designated heritage assets in the NPPF 
and their conservation is to be given great weight in planning decisions. Should be recognised that there is a general 
duty to preserve the character or appearance of the area. The 2010 conservation area appraisal states that there is little 
capacity for change without adverse impact upon Thorne’s secluded character. The proposed site virtually abuts the 
conservation area boundary. 

The SSDC Historic Environment Strategy states that the Council is required to have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving a listed building and its setting — the YV2 site would significantly damage the setting of Thorne itself and 
several of its listed buildings including their rural vistas. 

Specific considerations with regard to The Cottage, a listed property directly opposite the site and separated by a 
paddock. Development would impact on the setting of the property and other listed properties on the western edge of 
the site. Further concern raised regarding the potential loss of light should landscaping be required for privacy. 
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e Potential risk of flooding enhanced for residents of Thorne Coffin arising from surface water run-off. Flooding has 
already been experienced by surface water run-off from the Brimsmore Key Site. The site is in the headwaters of Balls 
Brook which should be taken into account. 

e Landscaping buffer of at least 290m should extend to the south and south-western edges of the site — to protect the 
setting and views from Chilthorne Domer and Thorne Coffin. The buffer should be reasonable to provide a wildlife 
corridor and that broadleaf native trees are used (supplementary planting of oak trees/mature oak trees) and that these 
are maintained for at least two years prior to the commencement of development. This should effectively help to screen 
the development from neighbouring settlements and Ham Hill. 

e The buffer should began at a level south of the ridgeline and needs to extend for 200-300m inside the boundary shown 
on the plan. This buffer will preserve Thorne village. A 200m buffer zone to the northwest boundary incorporating the 
ancient hedgerow —will also protect views to the north-western slope of the site from Montacute House, St Michael’s 
Hill and along Tintinhull Road. 

e The National Trust is the custodian of Montacute House and estate to the west of Yeovil, which is Grade | listed. The 
estate includes St Michael’s Hill, as scheduled monument with Grade II listed town and long range views. A Setting Study 
for the Montacute registered historic landscape noted that the western edge of Yeovil had expanded with residential 
and industrial development (up to 2009). The continued expansion of Yeovil in this direction is noted with the Lufton Key 
Site, Lufton Trading Estate and the Brimsmore Key Site. It is considered that the gradual encroachment and visibility of 
this expansion is having a significant impact in visual terms and for the visitor experience at Montacute. This site was not 
included in the Issues and Options consultation document. This site is within the identified setting of the Montacute 
registered historic landscape, ad based on Zone of Visual Influence mapping. The site is visible from St Michael’s Hill and 
the Long Gallery within Montacute House. Objection to the proposed allocation as any new development on the land is 
likely to be visible and it would exacerbate the urban encroachment into the identified setting of Montacute. It is 
considered unlikely that mitigation in the form of new tree planting (or avoiding built development on higher ground) 
would successfully integrate the development. 

e The Peripheral Landscape Study for Yeovil indicates that the site is within an area identified as low capacity for 
development and that maps show the site is not acceptable in terms of landscape and visual sensitivity, and landscape 
Capacity. 

e Local road infrastructure will be unable to cope with the high volumes of traffic arising from the Brimsmore 
development and YV2 and YV4 traffic congestion and capacity issues on the Yeovil — Tintinhull road and Vagg Lane are 
likely to arise, in addition to increased air pollution. There is a need for comprehensive traffic management to address 
road safety and congestion issues. Increased traffic along Tintinhull Road adjacent to Chilthorne Domer Primary School is 
also raised as an issue. 
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e The Western Avenue will not be able to accommodate the cumulative additional traffic generated by Brimsmore, YV2 
and YV4, and the adequacy of the Brimsmore estate roads to access the site is questioned 

e Encroachment into the open countryside is not appropriate and will cause significant harm to the historic setting of 
Thorne Coffin, Chilthorne Domer and environs of Tintinhull in terms of light pollution of dark night skies. The CPRE 
highlights the protection of dark night skies and YV2 would increase the light pollution in the surrounding area of 
Thorne, contrary to the NPPF. 

e Suggests that the Council target of 35% affordable housing is proposed on the site. 

e The site must be legally required to have at least the 29% affordable housing stipulated in the policy. 

e Every effort should be made by developers to reflect the vernacular of Thorne Coffin to promote high quality design. 

e The quality of new builds is considered to be poor with no regard for building eco-homes to benefit future generations. 

e Encroachment on, and destruction of natural habitat and local wildlife. It is considered that a wildlife survey of rare 
species should have already been conducted. The threat of climate change means green spaces are important for the 
conservation of biodiversity. 

e Thorne provides a green space and an opportunity to escape the noise and pollution of Yeovil and provide benefits for 
health and wellbeing. 

e The additional population will have an adverse impact on the infrastructure which is already poor. There is a lack of 
investment in infrastructure so that current demand is not being met. The community services and facilities must be 
present as a cohesive community with the Brimsmore Key Site, and their capacity is increased to take account of YV2. 
The proportion of green space on the Brimsmore key site should not be reduced as a consequence of YV2 being brought 
forward. 

e Question regarding whether the developers are contributing to an extension to Chilthorne Primary School and a new 
doctor’s surgery. 

e Increased population could lead to unemployment in the area. 


e A landing pad is maintained at Thorne House and YV2 will have safety implications on the approach, landing and take-off 
of the helicopters as construction will reduce the safeguarded corridor for aircraft approach. The approach path is 
directly across the site. There are also small aircraft landing near Vagg House. 

e The economic importance of Thorne House for Leonardo is emphasised — it is used to host senior representatives of 
sovereign states, visiting dignitaries and politicians for business and investment purposes. Thorne House provides an 
outstanding first impressions which must be maintained. Negative impacts on Thorne House arising from development 
on YV2 could be significantly detrimental to the ability of the company to secure critical sales and champion Yeovil. 

e No apparent green belt between the site and the Brimsmore Key Site, and the infrastructure of the key site is not 
planned to accommodate an additional 200 houses. 
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e The need for additional housing around Yeovil is questioned given the significant losses in the working age population. 
e Considers that the Preferred Option site YV2 together with the existing Brimsmore Key Site are completely contrary to 
paras. 5.19-5.20 [this relates to development in Villages]. 


e Objection to the proposed 200 dwellings to be delivered on the site YV2. Further work by consultants has established 
that a figure of 330 dwellings would be a more appropriate capacity for the site at 35 dwellings per hectare on 
approximately 9.5 ha of land, with a substantial landscape buffer around the site and additional green space provision. 

e The site would include 40% green space, good links to the full range of facilities to be provided on Brimsmore and tow 
highway access points from the Brimsmore site. 

e The extension to the Brimsmore site would be separated from Thorne Coffin by the private fields that surround the 
village, a substantial new landscape buffer strip within the scheme of varying width to ensure at least 150m of 
separation (tree planting to be supplemented and reinforced to continue the existing border tree line), ground 
modelling to provide a long sloping bank, and a combination of planting on top of this slope and the slope itself to 
screen the proposed development. 

e The proposed buffer strip would help screen the extension from the village and the Grade II* Church of St Andrews — 
this listed building would be around 350m from the nearest built development. It is contended that the proposed layout 
of the scheme has been designed to ensure at least 150m of separation between the White House (Grade II) and any 
new dwellings — commensurate with the arrangement on the approved Brimsmore development. 

e Access to the extension is proposed to be via two points from the approved area of Brimsmore known as the Oval, which 
would form a loop. The centre of the extension would lie approximately 800m from the proposed Village Square within 
Brimsmore. The proposed alternative access from Tintinhull Road is unlikely to be used, but if it were, then footpath and 
cycleway links would be provided into Brimsmore. 

e tis also noted that bus services are currently planned at Brimsmore that would pass within 500m of the extension — an 
existing service also runs along Tintinhull Road where arrangements could be made for new bus stops on this road. 

e Services — these would be supplied to the extension via Brimsmore. Surface water disposal would employ a SUDS and 
sewerage would be pumped to the nearest main sewer, and a discharge point has been identified with Wessex Water. A 
possibility of siting the pumping station lower and within Thorne Coffin to enable the whole village to be connected to 
mains drainage is technically feasible although further work would be necessary to confirm this. 

e Archaeological and ecological walkovers have been undertaken which have resulted in no reasons that would prevent 
the proposed extension going forward although more detailed survey work would be carried out in the future. 

Policy YV3 — Yeovil Support/support subject to amendments 


Housing Growth, e Interest in the land identified by Policy YV3 is confirmed, and the proposal is supported as a logical extension to the 
South of Keyford Keyford SUE. Amendments to the policy are suggested: 
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o There is no technical assessment to determine the requirement for the extent of a landscape buffer and therefore 
there is considered no need to include this until progress is made with the proposal. 

o The site could be increased to closer reflect the Issues and Options YEO6 proposal which would allow the allocation 
to increase by about 150 dwellings whilst respecting natural boundaries. Further work indicates that a figure of 385 
dwellings (at 35 dwellings per hectare on 13.2ha) would be a more appropriate capacity for the site. 

o Submitted a concept plan for YV3 South of Keyford, Yeovil. This proposes to extend the site boundary to the south 
to accommodate green open space (14.9ha) comprising public open space, a riverside walk and SUDS attenuation 
ponds 

e Proposed changes to the scheme entail: 

o Views of the scheme would be seen in the context of both the SUE and southern edge of Yeovil 

o 8.6ha of public open space is provided to preserve the setting of heritage assets 

o Public footpath to Rayotts Mill House has been retained. 

o The southern edge will comprise a landscape buffer with single storey dwellings immediately behind to form a soft 

rural edge. 

Access would be via the proposed new fifth arm on the Keyford roundabout leading to a new four arm roundabout 

south of Pavyotts Lane. 

Bus services planned for the SUE would be reorganised to serve the extension. 

The proposed school on the SUE will be increased to accommodate the need arising from the extension. 

Employment would also be provided on site with a net gain of 2.3ha. 

Services would be supplied to the extension via the Keyford SUE with the re-siting of the sewage pumping station to 

cater for both sites. 

Oo SUDS would be located for both sites to the southern end of the extension to maintain the surface water flow at no 
greater rate than the greenfield run off rate for the combined sites. 

o Geophysics survey and ecological walkover survey have been undertaken and have revealed no significant 
constraints to development. Further detailed work would be carried out in the future. 


O 


O O O O 


Object 

e Serious concerns over the absolute housing need; absence of phasing in terms of development to only commence after 
completion of Keyford SUE, as well as road/junction capacity, landscape, agricultural land quality, flood risk, heritage 
and other impacts, in relation to the allocation of 265 dwellings on Policy YV3. 

e The Inspector’s report on the adopted Local Plan found it was unsound to build to build to this scale in this area and 
development was restricted to the north and east of Pavyotts Lane. 

e tis noted that the policy includes the retention of PROW but it is considered that it needs to include the need for other 
highway improvements. 
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The proposed site allocation YV3 is excessive encroachment in to agricultural land with unacceptable loss of the best and 
most versatile land. 
It is suggested that if YV3 is progressed, a 30% requirement for affordable housing is necessary in line with garden village 
principles, but this should be increased to 35% to align with the Council’s target. 
The landscape buffer to the west is supported, but it is recommended that it is extended to the south or a development 
boundary should be in place to prevent further loss of agricultural land. 
Historic England recommends that the Council makes available the Historic Environment Assessments of the proposed 
site allocations and be able to demonstrate that the allocations would be in accordance with national policy for the 
historic environment. It is suggested that the policy includes site specific safeguards in the form of key design principles 
in relation to its impact on Grade II* Bathwick Registered Park and Garden. 
Proposed site allocation Policy YV3 is contrary to the East Coker Neighbourhood Plan. 
The overall delivery of housing predicted for Brimsmore by SSDC is wrong and does not reflect the lower build out rate 
achieved to date — it is considered that this demonstrates a lower demand for housing than suggested. 
The site is considered to be an area of outstanding natural beauty and should be preserved. The site will add to flood risk 
in the area downslope from the proposed Keyford development. The issue of traffic capacity at Horsey Lane roundabout 
is also raised in the context of this site. 
Policy YV4 — Housing Support/General Comment 
Growth at Brimsmore e Gladman are promoting the site for residential development and associated community infrastructure. It is anticipated 
Gardens, Yeovil that a planning application will be submitted in the near future and pre-application dialogue has already taken place and 
technical reports prepared. The inclusion of the site in the Local Plan Review is welcomed and an opportunity to discuss 
the delivery of the site would be well received. 
Object 
e The proposed allocation YV4 is an extension to the Brimsmore Key Site and it makes no sense to include this site in the 
Plan. Concern raised that current traffic density is unmanageable at peak times, and there is a concern over the 
provision of key services throughout, such as medical services/health centre, schools and employment opportunities. 
Cumulative impacts on infrastructure provision in relation to the Brimsmore Key Site, and allocations YV2 and YV4 are 
raised. 
In line with garden village principles a requirement for 30% affordable housing is necessary. However, as the Council’s 
target is 35% then it should only be achieved by delivering 35%. 
Objection to the site allocation. The Western Avenue already cannot cope with an incomplete Brimsmore Key Site, 
without further development proposed at YV4. It is suggested that it would be more logical to reassess brownfield sites 
and those allocated for employment use. The Bunford Lane site is cited as a good example where clearly the planned 
allocation for employment use is outdated. 
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Development in this area, with no green belt will continues to make the town unbalanced, with little development to the 
south of Yeovil. The use of brownfield sites, unused sites currently allocated for employment and sites separated from 
Yeovil developments, are suggested as alternatives to YV4. There are more suitable sites with road access close at hand. 
Objection to more agricultural land being considered for additional housing, rather than food production and causing 
damage to the environment. Suggested that further investment in services and infrastructure is needed and there 
should not be an urgency to extend Yeovil to its limit. 
Impacts are raised in relation to social cohesion, noise levels, air pollution and traffic movements arising from the 
Brimsmore Key Site and cumulative impacts with YV4. 
Loss of, and more disturbance to, a valuable wildlife habitat. 
Unsuitable and unsustainable development due to the steeply inclined terrain, with potentially unstable soil conditions 
at lower elevations of development sites due to recent deposits. 
Flood risk as a consequence of unstable soil conditions, with a risk of land slippage from the higher elevation of 
proposed development site onto neighbouring land as a consequence of unstable soil conditions. 
Objection to the proposed site allocation YV4 as it will result in coalescence with Yeovil and the hamlet of Brimsmore 
and degrade the quality of life for residents there. 
HELAA site assessments S/YEW1/003 and S/YEW1/001 are referenced with regard to impacts on Brimsmore House and 
access off Tintinhull Road and on to the A37. 
Concerns also raised regarding run-off and drainage from Brimsmore House, and the potential to mitigate such impacts 
by extending the stone wall around the north of the house. 
Notes that the policy mentions the retention of public rights of way but considers that the need for other highway 
improvements should also be included. 

Policy YV5 — Housing Support / support subject to amendments 

Growth at Mudford e Submission of site — ‘Land to the north of Mudford Road’ (amended boundary of HELAA site E/MUDF/0004) for 

Road, Yeovil consideration through the HELAA review and Local Plan Review. Part of the site is currently allocated under policy YV5 
for 25 dwellings — considered that this is a sustainable location for growth. 
Supportive of the general allocation of land in this location but it is considered that the potential capacity is much 
greater than currently identified by the policy. The entirety of the land identified in the submission should be allocated 
for up to 200 dwellings, landscaping and public open space. It is understood that the application at Lyde Road is 
currently unviable due to the request of S106 monies and that densities will need to be pushed up as a consequence — 
this is considered to have an unacceptable landscape impact and such issues could be alleviated by delivering 
development on land that will have less of a landscape impact and secure additional contributions to improve local 
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infrastructure including assisting in the delivery of Lyde Road development when this comes forward. It is requested that 
the entirety of the site is included in the next version of the Local Plan Review as an allocation for 200 dwellings. 

Object 

Objections to the allocation of site YV5 in relation to the following issues: 

e Landscape impact - the Council’s Peripheral Landscape Study indicates that the land is sensitive area are with moderate 
to low and low capacity to accommodate development —only those sites having moderate to high capacity for 
development should be considered. The character of the street scene varies to the southern edge of Mudford Road 
opposite the site and dwellings are set back, whilst to the north there is a natural stop to the dwellings in the form of an 
established tree line. 

e The landscape to the north of Yeovil is considered to be cut off with this location being the only significant gap to views 
of the open countryside with links to the existing built form. The allocation is considered to impact on the town 
boundary and the site currently provides a link from the town to the villages. It is considered that the character of the 
area and landmark trees will be negatively impacted by infill development on this site. 

e Trees—some are protected by a TPO in the centre of the site and are a landmark on the edge of the town — considered 
that these should not be removed — contrary to Policy EQ5. 

e Wildlife from deer to birds of prey are noted on the site. 

e The site is popular with dog walkers and informal recreation. 

e tis suggested that the site is removed from the Local Plan or at the very least only provides for single storey dwellings 
and protects existing trees on the site. 

e Loss of agricultural land leading to potential loss of production and employment. 

e Dwellings proposed on the site are considered to be part of Mudford and will link Yeovil with the village with no natural 
break. This sites offers an uninterrupted view over the countryside and links the rural area with Yeovil. Considered to be 
of intrinsic value as an area of beauty. 

e Risk of coalescence of Yeovil with Mudford. 

e Suggestion that the 25 homes could be accommodated within the SUE that has the relevant infrastructure. 

e No safe crossing for children to use play facilities proposed for the site — it is suggested that formal play space would be 
better provided elsewhere. 

e Considered that 25 dwellings on the site will lead to further development in the future. 

e Highway safety concerns if separate driveways are planned for dwellings fronting the highway — given historic refusals 
for access onto Mudford Road. It is considered there will be issues for access on to Mudford Road and loss of 
hedgerows. The presence of Fairmead School also causes congestion at peak times with school transport collection/drop 
off. Impacts on highway safety and access to the link road on the northern side of Yeovil. 
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Issues of highway. One access is considered to also raise visibility issues due to the bend in the road, and the road 
junction is extremely busy with resulting development on this site presenting further hazards/distraction for motorists. 
The number of incidents where vehicles have overshot the junction and ended up on the proposed site, should be 
considered. 
It is considered that there is a lack of public transport in this area and that the number of additional vehicles generated 
by this development would require a significant change to the road layout. 
Currently there are no footpaths/pavements along the site frontage, and there would need to be a safe crossing point, 
which is considered to be infeasible 
Objects to the allocation of site YV5 due to the adverse impacts new housing development would have on landscape 
character and highway safety. . If one access point is proposed this will adversely impact on the street scene. 

Policy YV9 — Housing Supports the allocation of this site within the Local Plan Review — suggests it would be prudent to avoid setting a fixed 

Growth Land west of target for the percentage of affordable housing until the outcome of the plan wide viability testing is known. 

Bunford Hollow, Yeovil Area shown as YV9 is not in Yeovil — located in the parish of West Coker. 
Requests that the Council makes available the Historic Environment Assessments of the proposed site allocations and 
demonstrate that the sites would be in accordance with national policy for the historic environment. The Plan should 
include specific safeguards in the form of key design principles, most notably for YV9 and the impact on Brympton 
House. 
The Sustainability Appraisal recommends that biodiversity connections between designated sites be improved and 
supported — this is not identified in the policy. 

Figure 6.1 Figure 6.1 identifies 24.76 ha of land for economic development which exceeds the new policy SS3 requirement of 24 ha 
for Yeovil. It is suggested that this highlights the importance of increasing the quantum of employment land allocated to 
Yeovil in SS3. Whilst Motivo may appear successful there are long term office space vacancies at Bartec 4, Brunel House, 
Maltravers House and Waterloo House. 

Para. 6.33 — 6.40 There needs to be adequate infrastructure provision including a minimum of superfast broadband speeds for every 
dwelling, and the commitment to Garden City principles should ensure that community centres are provided and 





therefore should be a higher priority. The need for health centres should not be driven by the availability of GPs, and 
should be delivered in parallel with housing development. 

Highlights that the para. 6.39 ends in an incomplete sentence. 

Under the Highways infrastructure list the reference to the roundabout on Primrose Lane should refer to a new 
roundabout on Mudford Hill. 
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e Under the heading Utilities off-site reinforcement to the electricity supply capacity for South Somerset should be 
included. It is considered that this issue is thoroughly investigated and identified before the plan wide viability appraisal 
is undertaken. 

e Under Health Care heading the text states that none of the allocations have a crucial mass large enough to support a 
primary care centre and that financial contributions or CIL should be sought. Two issues arise from this statement: 

o Question raised regarding why Policy YV1 requires a new health centre to be provided for both SUEs? 

o Health care/GP premises are funded through the NHS contract with GPs and such funding increases with the 
increase in relevant population. It is suggested that seeking further funding for such premises would be a 
duplication of taxation. 

e The text on page 67 regarding infrastructure identified as part of the overall ’offer’ within strategic development sites 
e.g. the new community hall at Wyndahm Park is in error as it has not been delivered, and this has impacted on the 
viability of the proposed northern SUE, which now has to provide the land and a significant amount of funding to deliver 
this element of infrastructure. 

e Short term plans have been met with two new primary schools at the Lufton Key Site (Kingfisher) and Wyndham Park 
(Primrose Lane) with medium term plans remaining the same for Brimsmore and Keyford SUE. It is stated that further 
extensions planned at Primrose Primary if new housing is approved and built at Lyde Road/Wyndham Park. 

e \|tis recommended that the lists of settlement specific infrastructure requirements in the plan include a separate 
heading for Green Infrastructure. 

e Ref: Figure 6.4, Page 65, Flood Risk and Drainage. It is considered that the majority of flood risk and drainage problems 
relate to surface water and sewer flooding, with around 1,100 residential properties at risk of surface water flooding in 
the town. It is noted that flood defences are in place upstream at Barwick and Stoford, and a Surface Water 
Management Plan for Yeovil is programmed for 2019-20. 

e Page 65 identifies Utilities including sewage treatment work improvements linked to Wessex Water AMIP process. It is 
considered that a more defined commitment to the kind of improvements that will take place around associated 
development areas would be desirable, and this would ensure that new development had sufficient treatment capacity 
to accommodate the increase in population, without having a detrimental impact on the environment. 

e The Environment Agency states that there are designations as part of the Somerset Levels and Moors to the north that 
will require protection. It is suggested that nutrient neutrality for new developments is increasingly seen as good best 
practice and increasingly being considered through Local Plans. This requires a commitment for the developer to look to 
make new growth nutrient neutral and would put South Somerset ahead of the curve and could accord with delivering 
catchment scale environmental improvements and reconnection of wildlife. This is not currently a requirement but may 
in the future be considered appropriate and necessary for the protection of certain areas. 
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Policy YV10 — Yeovil It is recommended that the noise exposure categories for Westlands Airfield in appendix 4C is updated to take into 
Flight Safety Zone and consideration noise level changes arising from changing aircraft types. The baseline map requires updating and the area 
Noise Contours of Penn Hill should form part of the noise exposure mapping as airfield approach flight paths pass over this area. Flight 


corridors are recommended to be updated in accordance with those in the CAA publications. 

Yeovilton contours are from 2010 and Merryfield and Westlands are from 1996 and as such newer aircraft development 
and flight intensity may now have resulted in changes that may require some further justification for relevance to 
present situations. 








Section 7. Market Towns - Chard 

Paras 7.3-7.9 Object to level of growth proposed at Chard for the following reasons: 

Considered that the process is flawed. No explanations of why alternative growth options have not been considered. No 
new town has been considered and no mention of adjoining authorities. 

Planned growth at Chard is excessive. 

Chard has poor public transport. Train stations are too far away to serve the town. It has a poor bus service — no buses 
on Sundays - train stations are too far away. 

More growth is planned at Chard than Yeovil other towns better served by public transport such as Crewkerne. 

The growth is planned in the direction of the Blackdown Hill AONB. 

Despite Chard having a good employment base more is proposed. Approach is economically, socially and 
environmentally flawed and unsustainable. 

No route for the distributor road is shown on the map. Growth should only go ahead if accompanied by improved bus 
and cycling infrastructure and the re-opening of Chard junction. 

Policy CH1 — Chard There should not be the continued commitment to the development of CEDA and Boden Mill. This site has consistently 

Eastern Development failed to deliver over 20 years and there is no evidence that this will change. Policy CH1 should be deleted. 

Area Omission site: land east of Mount Hindrance is considered to be ideally suited to a mixed use urban extension. Vision 
document offers considerable benefits including relocation of Chard Town Football Club as well as public open space, 
sports pitches and a local centre. 

Support for the continuation of the CEDA allocation. The land in the control of Hannick Homes and Development Ltd can 
bring forward the link from A30 to the disused railway corridor independently of other development. Working with SSDC 
to bring forward a planning application. Confirm that this element of the scheme is deliverable. 





79 





South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 


e IDP identifies CEDA transport infrastructure totalling £9.5m where no funding from developers is anticipated. Hannick 
will support the Council’s case for HIF funding for the funding gaps of the Chard scheme. Noted that the consented sites 
in the CEDA have not been asked or are not being asked to contribute to the wider infrastructure in CEDA. 

e The Council’s recognition at paragraph 7.21 that Compulsory Purchase may be required in order to deliver key 
infrastructure is noted and supported; this should specifically refer to vehicular and non-vehicular infrastructure. 


Concerns raised regarding the consultation event held at the Guildhall Chard: 

e Was poorly advertised 

e Only one display board about Chard with minimal information. 

e Staff were unable to definitive answers due to the superficial nature of the Local Plan. 

e Some of the allocated areas of CEDA to the north east are in or adjoining areas at significant risk of flooding. 

e The planning of the road is vague and cuts through new housing areas and through parts of Chard Nature Reserve. 

e Growth appears to be planned without the supporting infrastructure — schools, leisure facilities, and medical provision. 

e No population projections and linked impact on amenities and transport. 

e Considered that the immediate needs of Chard should be addressed first before expanding the town. No point in the 
regeneration scheme if no money or developer to fund it. 

e Essence of CEDA supported but unclear where the demand for all the new homes is. From 2016-2018 there were only 31 
completions. More detail should be provided on how many permission have been secured and what infrastructure is to 
be delivered. 

e Support the Council’s continued encouragement for development to come forward on CEDA. Applications should be 
supported as they come forward. The Summerfield site is subject of a current planning application (19/01053/FUL) for 
94 dwellings. Anticipated determination date is 31% Oct. Paras 7.19-7.21 refer to the highway infrastructure, it should 
be recognised that the momentum now established and acknowledged that some development will come forward in 
advance of highway improvements especially where it can be demonstrated that development will not have an 
unacceptable impact on the highway network. 

e Natural England point out that the Chard Sustainability Appraisal identifies the potential for habitat enhancement and 
enhanced ecological connections — this is not shown in the Chard Policy. Whilst noting generic policies EQ5 and policy 
SS5, advise that to ensure landowners, developers and planning officers are aware of the critical nature of the 
requirement for enough headroom in the sewage treatment works in this location before any development takes place. 
Strongly advise adding a criterion to site specific allocation policies CH1, CH2 and CH3 and CR1, CR2, CR3, CR4 and CR5 
about timely and adequate provision for sewage treatment. 
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SCC Education advise that the primary school should also include a nursery, as this saves costs in the long run. 
Requested that bullet point 3 is amended to include a nursery. 

Policy is supported but now includes a percentage of affordable housing (29%). The adopted Chard Local Plan Policy 
PMT1 did not include a figure. With HG3 proposing 35% subject to viability. Whilst Plans should include in policy 
expected contributions, this needs to be supported by evidence (NPPF, para.34). Plans should be informed by a Viability 
Assessment. 

Concerned that the development will have a huge impact on the environment including flora and fauna. 

Consider use to Compulsory Purchase as referred to in para 7.1 unnecessary. There are constructive ways to bring 
development forward. Opportune time to update the work carried out by Thomas Lister (January 2012). Chard 
Implementation Plan, October 2010 considered to be out of date now. 

Support for policy and in particular the delivery of Highway Infrastructure. 

Part Omission site includes a small area of CEDA.. Confirms support for proposal and is promoting a larger area for 
growth HELAA site W/CHAR/0002. State that site assessment is favourable. Understood that funding bid for road 
infrastructure is currently being considered by the Local Transport Board. Of the total area owned by respondent (15.19 
hectares) approximately 4.4 hectares is already allocated in the adopted LP PMT1/PMT2, now CH1 in the emerging LPR. 
Seek to support this allocation through an additional 10.4 hectares of land. A planning application is likely to be 
forthcoming. 

Delivery in Chard has not kept pace with requirements and further pressure is on LPAs through the NPPF, HDT and 
pressure to maintain a five-housing land supply. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) recognises a shortfall in the level of 
forecasted development in Chard and suggests that there are no realistic alternative locations for strategic growth 
above these identified in the HELAA. 

SCC Transport Policy suggest an additional point for the improvement of walking and cycling infrastructure as noted in 
7.16 would provide clarity. CH1 — The combined development potential of the eastern area must provide the eastern 
bypass. 

Supports Policy CH1 and expects SSDC to be protective of its strategic focus on Chard, which is based on significant 
evidence and delivers multiple benefits. Given the benefits of the highway infrastructure improvements — developers 
should contribute proportionately toward this to ensure that is fair. 


Para 7.22 Consider that the Council have demonstrated an inability to hold a meaningful public consultation. Only a single board for 
Chard and the map was too small to read. Plans excluded roads and other infrastructure such as proposals for schools and 
medical centres. Issues from the last Local Plan have not been addressed in particular the section of road from 
Chaffcombe Lane to the A30 via Oaklands Avenue and Chard LNR Nature Reserve. Events have moved on with new homes 
built on the line of the road in Heron Close and 78 dwellings under construction in Oaklands Avenue. 
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PBA report 2010 stated that this section of the road would have minimal benefit on local traffic congestion and would 
take traffic away from the tow n centre- this is contrary to plans to regenerate the town centre. 

Is the road still to be built through a high density housing development. 

With the new housing there would be no option but to build the road through the Nature Reserve with serious 
detrimental impact to the environment. 

The road would be costly to build due to the nature of the marshy ground. 

There is little adjoining ground with development potential to fund the road. 

Road would have a high environmental impact on the Nature Reserve and new residential properties. 

Prospect of funding is limited and this section of the road should be excluded. 

Town already has the makings of a link road in the form of Millfield. An extension to this road through to the A358 at 
Two Ashes would provide access to new planed housing and industrial units to the south of the town where Section 106 
contributions from developers could be used to fund this road. 

Why is chard being targeted for so many homes when there is no prospect of significant local employment and public 
transport is so poor. Buses between Yeovil and Taunton at 90 minute intervals and a 90 minute journey. 

Taunton, Bridgwater and Yeovil have benefit of more local employment, access to major link roads and decent public 
transport. 

The promise of leisure facilities should not be a deciding factor in planning applications. 

The plan needs to be updated to reflect the recent downgrading of public transport. 


Policy CH2 — Housing Support Policy CH2 and consider that it is now time for a radical rethink of development opportunities in Chard and that 

Growth at Land East of Chard Strategic Growth Area should be deleted. That site has consistently failed to deliver the requisite dwellings through 

Crimchard, Chard at least two Local Plan periods and the Council should be considering a deletion of the allocation in favour of sites which 
will come forward and deliver the necessary houses in Chard e.g. land at Mount Hindrance, Chard. Respondents refer to 
paragraph 7.23. 
Support Policy CH2 but consider that the number of dwellings should be increased from100 to 142 (planning application 
to this effect has been submitted). As well as the continued commitment to CEDA this site offers the opportunity for a 
continuing supply of new housing in the short term whilst giving the CEDA sites more time to deliver. Site was considered 
previously along with the Mount Hindrance site — appeal (13/014535/OUT, APP/R3325/A/13/2203867) in June 2015. 
Natural England point out that the Sustainability Appraisal identifies the potential for habitat enhancement and enhanced 
ecological connections, but this is not shown in the Chard allocation policies. They note generic policies EQ5 and policy 
SS5. However to ensure that landowners, developers and planning officers are aware of the critical nature of the 
requirement for enough headroom in the sewage treatment works in this location before any development takes place, 
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they strongly advise the Council to add a criterion to site specific allocation policies CH1, CH2 and CH3 and CR1, CR2, CR3, 

CR4 and CR5 about timely and adequate provision for sewage treatment. 

Concerned that this proposal could prejudice the delivery of CEDA by impacting on infrastructure capacity, which in turn 

could impact on allocated sites, which are now starting to come forward. This concern was shared by others in response 

to the LPR Issues and Options. Development at Chard should continue to be focussed on the existing CEDA and no 
additional sites which could jeopardise their delivery should be allocated. 

SCC Transport Policy consider that the Policy should include creation of links into any PROW network. 

Policy CH3 — Housing Support Policy CH3. HELAA, 2018 identifies the site as suitable, available and achievable. Anticipate that a new junction 
Growth at Land West will be formed with Park Crescent along the northern boundary and improvements made to Park Crescent and Catch Gate 
of Crimchard, Chard Lane. The applicants have commissioned an Access Appraisal (to be submitted when complete). Two trees within the 

western boundary hedgerow have TPOs (CHAR 663). 

Points in favour include: 

o The site is located in a sustainable location within convenient walking or cycling distance of the various services, 
facilities, employment opportunities and public transport links within the town, such that genuine sustainable 
transport options will be available for future residents. 

Site is in Flood Zone 1. 


All main services are available. 


No contamination. 
Land has limited ecological value. 
The Somerset Historic Environment Record identifies (ref. 55729) that the southern part of the land was formerly 
used as a cloth drying site (Field named as "Rack Close" located on tithe map during Blackdown Hills AONB survey). 
The HER also identifies land to the west that had formerly been quarried (ref. 55692). There are a number of Listed 
buildings along Crimchard to the east, but none are located so as to be materially affected by housing development 
on the land. The site is neither within, nor close to, a Conservation Area. Development is therefore unlikely to have 
significant impact upon any recognised heritage assets. 
o A suitable design and layout can be achieved to minimise the impact on neighbouring residents. 
SCC Transport Policy consider that the Policy should include creation of links into any PROW network. 
Natural England point out that the Sustainability Appraisal identifies the potential for habitat enhancement and enhanced 
ecological connections, but this is not shown in the Chard allocation policies. They note generic policies EQ5 and policy 
SS5. However to ensure that landowners, developers and planning officers are aware of the critical nature of the 
requirement for enough headroom in the sewage treatment works in this location before any development takes place, 
they strongly advise the Council to add a criterion to site specific allocation policies CH1, CH2 and CH3 and CR1, CR2, CR3, 
CR4 and CR5 about timely and adequate provision for sewage treatment. They note the Sustainability Appraisal 
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identifies the potential for habitat enhancement and enhanced ecological connections. This is not shown in the 
Chard allocation policies. 

Consider that development at Mount Hindrance can take place using existing infrastructure and improvements would be 
provided by the developer at their expense. No infrastructure constraints on the development coming forward. There is 
no ability to provide infrastructure in a co-ordinated manner on CEDA. 


Consider that the Council have demonstrated an inability to hold a meaningful public consultation. Only a single board for 
Chard and the map was too small to read. Plans excluded roads and other infrastructure such as proposals for schools and 
medical centres. Issues from the last Local Plan have not been addressed in particular the section of road from 
Chaffcombe Lane to the A30 via Oaklands Avenue and Chard Local Nature Reserve. Events have moved on with new 
homes built on the line of the road in Heron Close and 78 dwellings under construction in Oaklands Ave. 
o PBA report 2010 stated that this section of the road would have minimal benefit on local traffic congestion and would 
take traffic away from the tow n centre- this is contrary to plans to regenerate the town centre. 
Is the road still to be built through a high density housing development. 
With the new housing there would be no option but to build the road through the Nature Reserve with serious 
detrimental impact to the environment. 
The road would be costly to build due to the nature of the marshy ground. 
There is little adjoining ground with development potential to fund the road. 
Road would have a high environmental impact on the Nature Reserve and new residential properties. 
Prospect of funding is limited and this section of the road should be excluded. 
Town already has the makings of a link road in the form of Millfield. An extension to this road through to the A358 at 
Two Ashes would provide access to new planed housing and industrial units to the south of the town where Section 
106 contributions from developers could be used to fund this road. 
Why is chard being targeted for so many homes when there is no prospect of significant local employment and public 
transport is so poor. Buses between Yeovil and Taunton at 90 minute intervals and a 90 minute journey. 
Taunton, Bridgwater and Yeovil have benefit of more local employment, access to major link roads and decent public 
transport. 
The promise of leisure facilities should not be a deciding factor in planning applications. 
The plan needs to be updated to reflect the recent downgrading of public transport 
e SCC Education request that a requirement for a nursery is added to paragraph 7.35. 
e Noted that there is no mention of Electricity capacity and whether there is sufficient available to support the proposed 
development. 
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The consultation was poorly advertised such that respondent only heard of it through word of mouth. Particular 
concerns are: 

The information on display, specific to Chard, amounted to one display board which gave minimal information about the 
plan for the area. 

The council staff present, while polite, were unable to give definitive answers to any concerns, mainly due to the 
superficial nature of the Local Plan. 

The plan focusses on designating areas for housing development, with some employment areas thrown in for good 
measure. However, the designated housing areas to the north and east of Chard are either in or border onto areas of 
significant risk of flooding as shown by your own ‘Joint Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment’ document. 

The eastern bypass route also appears vague in its planning and funding. The ‘Strategic Transport Appraisal Report’ 2010 
of this link road was critical of its likely benefits. The route appears to bisect planned new housing areas and cut through 
parts of the Chard Nature Reserve thus resulting in a further reduction in the towns local amenities. 

The plan essentially appears to consist of marking out areas for future housing development without the infrastructure 
and local amenities such as schools, leisure facilities and medical provision to support it adequately. Can any potential 
developer be made to prioritise the funding/building of supporting amenities before or alongside the building of new 
homes? 

There appears to be no projections made within the plan for the expected population increase given the new homes 
planned. What impact this would have on the local amenities (or lack of them) or the implications for transport? 

If a realistic plan is to put forward it should address the immediate needs of Chard first, before plans for its expansion. 


What is the point of wasting money on the plans for the town regeneration scheme if there is no money or developers 
likely to fund it? 


Section 7. Market Towns - Crewkerne 


Paras. 7.42 — 7.44 


Support for the identification of Crewkerne as a Primary Market Town. Proposal CR3 can complement the role and function of the 
town and deliver a key piece of infrastructure (car park) to facilitate greater use of the rail network to aid sustainable travel 
patterns. 

The important green assets around the town are noted, together with sites identified as CR2 and CR5 there is a large and varied 
habitat resource. This green space should be protected as the green lung of the town that would be undermined by development 
on CR2 and CR5 — this would add more noise, industry and further pollution to the town. All possible measures should be taken to 
reduce traffic around the town centre. 
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Para. 7.45 e Given the heavy traffic flow around the town it is suggested that a one-way system should be trialled to avoid large vehicles 
mounting the pavements and contribute to highway safety. The speed limit should be reduced to 20mph and additional off 
street parking is needed including coach parking near the town centre to encourage tourism. 


Para. 7.46 e Paragraph 7.46 is supported. 


Paras. 7.47 — 7.48 e Paragraphs 7.47 and 7.48 are supported. 

e Objection to the proposals set out for Crewkerne. Considers the settlement is not a Primary Market Town as there is no weekly 
market. The proposed development areas would equal the size of the existing town and are not considered to be feasible as the 
current infrastructure does not have capacity — roads in particular are already congested with existing levels of traffic. The 
proposed link road is not considered to be an adequate solution to the problem, and education and health facilities in the town 
would not have capacity. 

e Development should be of a far more modest scale and not be situated in the green areas towards the centre of the town. 

e The CLR site should remain the preferred and priority site for the future expansion of Crewkerne as set out in the adopted Local 
Plan, as it will deliver the infrastructure solutions needed for the town. 

e The text is incorrect in its assertion that concerns remain about viability of the CLR site due to infrastructure costs, particularly 
those associated with the link road, as the Town Council has had recent meetings with the developer who has stated 
unequivocally that the site is viable and has advised that detailed work was underway on the design of the ink road in 
consultation with County Highways and that a Reserved Matters applications was imminent. 

Policy CR1 — Support 
Housing growth e Crewkerne is considered to be a highly sustainable location at which further growth can easily be accommodated. 

e Strong support for the allocation of ‘Land to the east of Lang Road’ (CR1). The site has been tested via a planning application 
and all of the technical statutory consultees have confirmed that a scheme of up to 150 dwellings does not result in any 
substantive issues. It is considered that the minimum figure should be increased from 100 dwellings to 150 dwellings. Such an 
increase is considered to positively contribute to the Council boosting its housing delivery potential. 

The current application delivers 30% affordable housing and makes appropriate provision for children’s play space and public 
open space. It is also noted that the Highways Authority raises no objection to the proposal. 
Object 

e The proposed allocation will have significant implications for Misterton, which already struggles with high levels of traffic 
passing through the village on an unsuitable road. The Plan should recognise the potential traffic implications of this allocation. 
Concerns raised over the capacity of some of the Crewkerne proposed site allocations and it is considered that ‘Land at Goldwell 
Farm’ should be allocated for 50 dwellings — this will help the Council deliver the minimum housing requirement identified for 
Crewkerne. It is stated that the application has been submitted and that the proposed development of 150 dwellings on CR1 has 





East of Lang Road, 
Crewkerne 
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been refused by Area West Committee and has been referred to Regulation Committee. It is considered that the proposed 
development will constitute a higher density (150 dwellings) at 39dph and substantially low plot depths. 
Objection to the development due to the disastrous impact it would have on the Cathole Bridge road. The traffic survey that 


was Carried out was considered to be inadequate. 

To ensure that landowners, developers and planning officers are aware of the critical nature of the requirement for sufficient 
headroom in the sewage treatment works in this location before any development takes place — it is strongly advised to add a 
criterion to CR1 about timely and adequate provision for sewage treatment. 





Object 


The site is current green open fields — referred to as the green lung. The proposals are quite intensive, at 100 units, and will 
erode the interaction between the town and its surrounding rural hinterland. The site is at the edge of the Conservation Area, a 
number of listed buildings around including some highly graded, although unlikely to be greatly affected. 

No democratic mandate for this development and no pressure in Crewkerne for more housing. Councillors should represent 
local communities to London to address the government’s policies and plans that have to be implemented locally 

Concern raised at recent investment made into the restoration of a listed building on East Street that would not have been made 
if proposals for the green space to become a housing site were suspected at the time. 

Housing should be located in towns with better road networks such as Yeovil. New housing should not be considered in 
Crewkerne without a one-way system and a by-pass. 

The focus should be on developing other semi-derelict and vacant properties in the town rather than greenfield sites, such as the 
former webbing factory. 

Crewkerne is not an appropriate location for development without suitable improvements to local infrastructure, which needs to 
be delivered at the CLR site with the proposed link road. 

It is suggested that housing should be first built out on land banked sites such as the CLR site, and this should be brought 
forward. 

The site could only be considered acceptable if the CLR site is brought forward with the link road to alleviate traffic problems in 
the town. 

Concerns over the capacity of some of the site to deliver the numbers suggested in the draft allocations within the Plan Period 
and believe that ‘Land at Goldwell Farm’ should be allocated for 50 dwellings. 
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e The proposed site allocation is not consistent with the NPPF and emerging Local Plan policy EQ5 Biodiversity. 100 dwellings is not 
feasible, even at the highest density of 90dph based on a 60% developable area. It is suggested that the site is deleted from the 
emerging Local Plan. 

The site is an important habitat for wildlife with an abundance of local wildlife. 
The land has already been allocated for formal and informal recreation use. The area should be retained as green space and used 
to extend the recreation area and increase tree planting as a priority given the speed of climate change (possibly an orchard). 

e The principle of development on this area is questioned as the site forms part of an important green lung which has long been 
identified by the Town Council. It provides a setting for the Henhayes playing field and the historical setting for properties in East 
Street, Easthams Road and the conservation area. It is also a link to the Bincombe nature reserve and site of special scientific 
interest. This area would be compromised by development, and should be managed for the benefit of wildlife, landscape setting, 
local views to Bincombe Hill, and to combat pollution. 

e The site is a valuable for drainage and will be continue to be a valuable resource as winters get wetter due to climate change. 
Standing water is often present within the site after heavy rain, and this would be displaced if the site were developed. 

e Children utilise the footpath through the site to access Wadham Academy. 

e This site could be used for a new pathway and cycleway to connect the CLR site with the town centre. The officer report on 
outline application 05/00661/OUT recommended that contributions were made towards cycle/footpath improvements. The 
Design Code produced for the CLR site notes this cycle/footpath provision and the S106 includes measures for its 
implementation. Early layout plans for the CLR indicating the two potential footpath/cycle routes are considered to be 
inadequate due to the practical problems of implementation. Furthermore, both routes would exit on the A30 and potentially 
discourage their use due to narrow pavements and heavy traffic. The green finger (including sites CR2 and CR5) could 
accommodate such a route and provide a pleasant experience for pedestrians and cyclists. The development of these sites would 
detract from this experience. 

e The town would benefit enormously from having a large enough green space at its heart, and this area could provide safe cycle 
paths to the CLR development. It is considered that CLR residents will otherwise be faced with a long circuitous route into town 
or using bicycles on busy main roads — which is likely to result in them resorting to the private car. 

e Access: only one access point exists rather than the two indicated on the Crewkerne map. This access would only allow easy 
access for small cars and vans — not HGVs. The other access (Penlan) indicated is occupied by a dwelling and the option has been 
sold by the developer. An access by the listed building Townsend House would detract from the street scene and involve the 
demolition of a wall within the conservation area. Poor visibility would be hazardous for vehicles existing the site. 

e Additional traffic generated would worsen the situation along East Street, as the road infrastructure is already at capacity and 
often experiences congestion and associated air pollution. It is stated that there is already difficulty for pedestrians crossing East 
Street including children attending Wadham School. 
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Issues with parking as a large number of properties do not have parking and on-street parking becomes a necessity causing 
accessibility problems. Development of the site will have a major impact on the day to day life and well-being of local residents 
including impacts on tranquillity arising from light and noise pollution. 

A car park is suggested as a more useful development to ease parking in Eastham Road and enabling access for emergency 
services. 

Issues regarding infrastructure capacity in terms of education and health provision and the general shortage of GPs. 

Need to be aware of the critical nature of the requirement for sufficient headroom in the sewage treatment works in this 
location before any development takes place — it is strongly advised to add a criterion to CR2 about timely and adequate 
provision for sewage treatment. 

Objection to the proposed site allocation on behalf of Crewkerne Rugby Club. Development of the site would present challenges 
for the club and the community as follows: 

Drainage issues arising from surface water run-off from the site. 

Site provides open space for light and wildlife 

Ground pollution from industrial use/construction phases 

The club is already constrained with no neighbouring pitch space 

Additional traffic and reduced parking, causing issues for access from East Street 

Club training in the evenings with noise and floodlighting is likely to cause issues for residents. 

Green space is seen as vital to the community and local sports clubs, with a need for further pitch space to sustain them. 
The Plan does not contain any reference to sports and recreation land in Crewkerne, and reliance on school facilities should 
be seen as a short term solution rather than long term prospects for local sports clubs. 

Development would detract from the recreational enjoyment of the area for sports and other local events held at the ground, 
including wedding receptions at the George Reynolds Centre that is currently an open/tranquil space in the conservation area. 


O O O O O O a 


Support 


Policy CR3 is supported subject to minor amendments. Given under delivery of housing in the district, particularly at Crewkerne, 
it is considered essential that other deliverable opportunities are considered, such as the land at CR3. This proposal can deliver a 
major piece of strategic infrastructure that will hugely benefit the move towards more sustainable travel patterns (car park for 
the train station), and growth plans for the Exeter to Waterloo line. It will also ease conflict resulting from current car parking 
arrangements when the existing car park is at capacity. 

It is considered that the capacity is likely to be in the region of 300 dwellings. The wording of the policy could be amended to 
‘around 270-300’ for example. There is also commercial interest from a care home operator the policy should provide flexibility 
to allow delivery of other forms of complementary development. 
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The red line plan submitted with the representation includes a slightly larger area, and the Policies Map should be amended to 
reflect this. The additional land has been included to provide the additional open space and strategic planting, inherent to the 
proposal. 

It is not considered that access at the northern end of the site should be specifically required without justification. An option to 
provide pedestrian/cycle access to the north of the site and vehicular access off the A356 near the train station is advocated. 


Object 


Objection to the proposed site allocation CR3 without proper consideration of the traffic implications. It is suggested that critical 
infrastructure would be needed such as link roads and this should be provided as developer contributions through the CLR 
development. Other allocations should consider the possibility that these link roads may not come forward. The site would 
generate 1000+ vehicle movements a day, therefore it is considered that this fails to adequately deal with the impacts of the 
allocation. 

Concern over the capacity of some of the Crewkerne sites to deliver the numbers suggested in the draft allocations within the 
Plan Period and it is considered that ‘Land at Goldwell Farm’ should be allocated for 50 dwellings. 

The site has capacity for up to 300 dwellings. However, it is considered that if the site is built out to its maximum and included 
land to the far south-east of the site, this would lead to the coalescence of Crewkerne with Misterton, which would not be a 
desirable effect and would require buffering. The site assessment work for the EIA screening for 350 dwellings and a 60 bed care 
home on the site, suggests that this level of development is not achievable. 

The proposed allocation will have significant implications for Misterton, which already struggles with high levels of traffic passing 
through the village on an unsuitable road. The Plan should recognise the potential traffic implications of this allocation. 

The document does not recognise that site CR3 extends beyond the boundaries of Crewkerne into the parish of Misterton. It is 
suggested that two thirds of the site is within Misterton parish and the infrastructure impact of a major housing development on 
the site would have the most impact on the village of Misterton. 

Need to ensure awareness of the critical nature of the requirement for sufficient headroom in the sewage treatment works in 
this location before any development takes place — it is strongly advised to add a criterion to CR3 about timely and adequate 
provision for sewage treatment. 


Support subject to amendments 


Landowner support for Policy CR4, but also objects to the omission of the land adjoining (and to the south of) the allocation CR4 
- land off Charlton Close and land off Weavers Close — both parcels of land are suggested for allocation as part of CR4. It is 
considered that the two sites are relatively unconstrained and not subject to any heritage, environmental or landscape 
designations — however, it is noted that they adjoin a conservation area and are in close proximity to listed buildings. 

Both sites border the Viney Bridge Mill Site which has planning and listed building consent for the conversion of the existing 
buildings to create commercial units and 45 dwellings and the erection of 12 new dwellings. 
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The site CREWS (Issues and Options consultation) has been part of a pre-application enquiry and as a result the area has been 
scaled back to exclude a greater area of land around the stream to retain this important feature. Land further to the south of 
CR4 is also considered suitable and available for development as part of the allocation. The inclusion of this additional land 
could be sensitively developed to provide 48 dwellings (including 14 affordable) which would help enhance the financial viability 
of the scheme as a whole and the financial viability of the restoration of the Viney Bridge Mill site which is a key priority for the 
town. 

It is considered that the proposed layout of the site would follow the natural topography and ‘finish off’ development in this 
area, retaining a sense of the countryside provided by the small valley surrounding the stream, with a mature native tree and 
hedge growth to the east screening development from the area of countryside. Likewise, it is considered that an extension to 
Weavers Close would be screened by the natural topography of the land and natural planting. It would no longer be considered 
to be on the residential outskirts due to the proposed development at site CR3. 


Object 


Need to ensure awareness of the critical nature of the requirement for sufficient headroom in the sewage treatment works in 
this location before any development takes place — it is strongly advised to add a criterion to CR4 about timely and adequate 
provision for sewage treatment. 


Support 


The field known as Cropmead has been designated as informal recreation but has never been used for anything in recent years, 
it would be preferable to use it for industrial units. 

Representations on the Issues and Options development supported site CREW3 for housing growth given the location close to 
existing services and the town centre. The allocation of the site is supported, but it is suggested that the proposed use of the site 
for employment growth is amended to a ‘mixed-use development’ so that residential development could be included and 
enable any employment to be delivered. Concerns raised regarding the access adjoining an industrial estate could be mitigated 
by a landscape buffer to separate the uses. 


Object 


No democratic mandate for this development and no pressure in Crewkerne for more housing. Councillors should represent 
local communities to London to address the government’s policies and plans that have to be implemented locally. 

This site is current green open fields — referred to as the green lung of the town. The proposals are quite intensive, 100 units and 
will erode the interaction between the town and its surrounding rural hinterland. The site is on the edge of the Conservation 
Area, with a number of listed buildings around including some highly graded, although unlikely to be greatly affected. 

Wrong to develop in the conservation area and change the nature of the area to meet Government aims. 

The site is an important habitat for wildlife and forms part of a green lung which would be compromised by development. 

It would be highly detrimental to the town to lose the green space that runs to the centre of the town, it is part of an important 
green lung for the town and the open space provides a setting for Henhayes playing field, the historic setting for properties in 
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East Street and Easthams Road and for the conservation area. This space should be managed for the benefit of wildlife, 
protection of local views and landscape setting of Bincombe Hill, as a valuable asset for health/wellbeing, and to combat 
pollution. 

e As the town expands it would benefit from having a large enough green space at its heart, given the current state of the 
environment and the speed of climate change, tree planting should be a priority. 

e |t was understood that the proposed site was intended as a buffer zone between houses and the industrial estate and could not 
be built on. The site would be better used as informal recreation space and providing pedestrian access to the town from the 
CLR site. 

e The field is saturated in the winter and has a storm drain running through it — leading to potential flood risk. 

e Itis suggested that in the past dead animals were buried in the field — possibly with anthrax. 

e Additional traffic generated would worsen the situation, as the road infrastructure is already at capacity - heavy traffic on South 
Street is experienced as vehicles leave the industrial estate, further growth would exacerbate this issue, and have an adverse 
impact on town centre businesses 

e Issues with parking as a large number of properties do not have parking and on-street parking becomes a necessity causing 
accessibility problems. 

e Children utilise the footpath through the site to access Wadham Academy. 

e This site could be used for a new pathway and cycleway to connect the CLR site with the town centre. The officer report on 
outline application 05/00661/OUT recommended that contributions were made towards cycle/footpath improvements. The 
Design Code produced for the CLR site notes this cycle/footpath provision and the S106 includes measures for its 
implementation. Early layout plans for the CLR indicating the two potential footpath/cycle routes are considered to be 
inadequate due to the practical problems of implementation. Furthermore, both routes would exit on the A30 and potentially 
discourage their use due to narrow pavements and heavy traffic. The green finger (including sites CR2 and CR5) could 
accommodate such a route and provide a pleasant experience for pedestrians and cyclists. The development of these sites 
would detract from this experience. 

e Without cycle/pedestrian path provision through this site it is considered that CLR residents will be faced with a long circuitous 
route into town or using bicycles on busy main roads — which is likely to result in them resorting to the private car. 

e Questions why CRS is required given that there are vacant lots and empty/derelict units on the existing trading estate, and an 
expansion of employment development would be visually intrusive and potentially have adverse impacts in terms of noise and 
levels should be checked. The foundry is an existing source of noise. 

e The current trading estate causes several issues including large numbers of seagulls, lorry engines idling, and anti-social 
behaviour by young drivers in car parks — development on CR5 would bring these issues closer to existing residential areas. 

e The focus should be on developing other semi-derelict and vacant properties in the town rather than greenfield sites. 
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e Crewkerne is not a suitable location for development without the necessary improvements to local infrastructure provided by 
the CLR site, which has not been delivered. Many issues could be eliminated by bringing forward the CLR site. 

e CR5isan area of fallow grassland known as Gibbs Field and it is understood that there is a covenant against development of this 
land. As Taylor Wimpey has requested a reduction in employment on the CLR site it is questioned why the CR5 area should be a 
viable employment proposition. It is considered to be inappropriate to site employment directly next to residential development 
if access to CR2 through Blacknell Lane Industrial Estate is also inappropriate. 

e The stub road that would lead to CR5 is currently used for overnight parking for HGVs — development would lead to 
displacement of this parking to areas that area potentially less suitable. 

e The industrial estate has had land for sale for some time and employment on the CLR was not taken up which is considered to 
imply that additional employment land is not required. 

e The investment made into the restoration of a listed building on East Street would not have been made if proposals for the 
green space to be developed were suspected at the time. 

e Question regarding how issues are going to be managed through the construction phase including: the management of traffic to 
and from the site; vibration/movement affecting existing buildings and structures; the ecology of the area; pollution relating to 
dust, noise and light; and site safety in terms of screening/barriers. Further questions in relation to the management and 
enforcement of completed development include: the time businesses start and finish work, delivery times, monitoring of 
lighting and noise levels. 

e Need to ensure awareness of the critical nature of the requirement for sufficient headroom in the sewage treatment works in 
this location before any development takes place — it is strongly advised to add a criterion to CR5 about timely and adequate 
provision for sewage treatment. 

e Childcare and healthcare facilities are operating at or beyond capacity in the town. Additional growth without the facilities is not 
sustainable and lead to increased pressure on these services and on the road network. 

e Infrastructure to reduce traffic in the town centre should be prioritised — the town centre is unsuitable for HGV. Insufficient 
parking for residents in the town centre is also noted. 

e Query relating to whether existing properties (Easthams Road) will be screened from the new development as the allocation will 
have a major impact on local residents’ day to day lives. 

e Objection to the proposed site allocation on behalf of Crewkerne Rugby Club. Development of the site would present challenges 
for the club and the community as follows: 

o Drainage issues arising from surface water run-off from the site. 

Site provides open space for light and wildlife. 

Ground pollution from industrial use/construction phases. 

The club is already constrained with no neighbouring pitch space. 

Additional traffic and reduced parking, causing issues for access from East Street. 


O O O Ọ 
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Club training in the evenings with noise and floodlighting is likely to cause issues for residents. 
Green space is seen as vital to the community and local sports clubs, with a need for further pitch space to sustain them. 


The Plan does not contain any reference to sports and recreation land in Crewkerne, and reliance on school facilities should 

be seen as a short term solution rather than long term prospects for local sports clubs. 
Childcare and healthcare are operating at or beyond capacity in the town and large increases in population will affect these 
services. Childcare provision should be centrally funded to avoid reliance on the recruitment of poorly paid childminders 
Additional growth without the facilities is not sustainable and will lead to increased pressure on these services and on the road 
network. 
The town centre road network is unsuitable for HGVs and the volume of traffic experienced. Considers that infrastructure to 
reduce traffic in the town centre should be prioritised. Insufficient parking for residents in the town centre is also noted. 
Concern raised regarding the traffic implications of new development proposed, and that proper consideration should be given of 
the traffic implications for the site allocations in the town. Critical infrastructure is required to provide the link roads through the 
CLR development and other allocations need to be considered under the possibility that those link roads do not come forward. 
If Crewkerne had assistance with the CLR site — perhaps more houses could have been delivered and further sites would not be 
required. It is recommended that the CLR site should be built before any further sites are planned, as other proposed sites do not 
provide any traffic improvement. 
No traffic surveys have been undertaken to decide what improvements are required to coincide with new development and that 
Crewkerne has the worst road network to the surrounding areas of all the Primary Market Towns, but has the second highest 
number of new homes. 
It is suggested that more bungalows should be built to release more family homes to the market given the town’s age profile and 
that the voluntary transport scheme does not offer hospital or medical transport. 
Wessex water have an existing Sewage Treatment Works located to the west of Crewkerne which serves the town — it is noted 
that previous allocations that have been rolled forward are in close proximity to these works. The NPPF requires that the planning 
system should prevent new development from being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable 
levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Where necessary it is proposed that the applicant will agree 
arrangements with Wessex Water to prepare and complete supporting impact assessments to demonstrate that development 
proposals are unaffected from odour emissions, flies, noise or vibration with or without mitigation. The WW Fly Management Plan 
advises against the development of sensitive receptors within 250m of a potential fly sensitive site such as Crewkerne STW. 
Why is the the CLR is not included in a policy? 
The sections referring to health and education provision correctly point out that current facilities are at or close to capacity. This 
emphasises that the CLR should be highlighted as the priority site because of the associated improvements to the town’s 
infrastructure. 
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Section 7. Market Towns - Ilminster 


Para 7.66 - 7.74 


Para 7.75 


Policy IM1 — 
Housing growth 
South West of 
Canal Way, 
Ilminster 





Ilminster Town Council are working with the community to produce a Neighbourhood Plan. The following is being undertaken: 
Consultation with the community, between 2018-2019 including workshops with four local schools; 
Character analysis and community walkabouts; 
Call for Sites and Site Allocations Options Analysis; 
Drafting of all planning policies relating to four themes; 
Completion of a Housing Needs Survey and Housing Needs Assessment. 
It is intended to carry out formal regulation 14 consultation in early 2020. 
It is intended to allocate sites and to incorporate Design Codes work on these will be completed in December 2019. 
To avoid duplicating the Local Plan policies the NP focuses on new policies specific to Ilminster. 
The Town Council consider it important that they, the Neighbourhood Plan Development Group and SSDC work together to 
ensure that the Local Plan and the emerging Ilminster Neighbourhood Plan are complementary to ensure that development 
is appropriate to Ilminster's size, character, environmental constraints and accessibility. The aim is for Ilminster to become a 
sustainable community which is not reliant on facilities in neighbouring towns to which there are no direct bus services (e.g. 
Yeovil and Crewkerne). 
The following ideas are also being explored for the Neighbourhood Plan and suggested it would be helpful if they were 
referred to in the Local Plan: 
o the provision of on-site renewable energy in all residential developments to meet at least 10% of its predicted energy 
use. 
the provision of a new green chain, creating a continuous walking and biodiversity network through the town 
safe provision for cyclists - both as a means of transport within and around the town and as a way of attracting visitors 
The need for a swimming pool has been identified in other development plan policies and in local consultations including 
Ilminster's recent consultation with 120 school children from four local schools, a similar reference should be made for 
Ilminster. 


Noted that outline permission has already been granted on land south west of Canal Way for 400 dwellings, plus a new 7 
classroom primary school. 

The provision of 29% affordable housing is supported. 

The inclusion of more detail in this policy would be welcomed particularly in in relation to: 

O open space and recreation facilities 

o indoor recreation and sports facilities 

o the size and type of dwellings proposed 
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o access arrangements 
o measures to provide a net gain in biodiversity 

e Noted that the Town Council has commented on the application for this site and urges that the comments, particular those 
with regard to access (especially for emergency vehicles) and flood prevention are reflected in the policy for this site. 

SCC Education note that the primary school is currently planned as a 15 class 1* school with nursery. The school type may be 
changed to Primary, however a nursery will always be included and should be stated as with other comments made. The Canal 
Way S106 is also drafted as education funding for 1% school & pre-school & Middle school (16/05500/OUT). 

e The amendment to the IM1 allocation area to incorporate the know development area is appreciated by the developer. 
Consider that whilst there has been considerable opposition to development to the east, and there are constraints that can 
reduce developable areas (landscape impact, flood zones) it should be seen as a location ripe for further development given 
its locational and infrastructural benefits. 


Policy IM2 — Support 
Housing Growth at Support for the inclusion of Policy IM2 for 220 dwellings at Shudrick Lane. Consider that Ilminster as a Primary Market Town 
Shudrick Lane, is a sustainable location for growth and benefits from its strategic location in close proximity to major transport routes and 
Ilminster good employment opportunities. It is easily accessible to Taunton and Yeovil. Points in favour are considered to include: 
Planned improvements to the A303/A358 will significantly enhance connectivity. 
Despite being refused planning permission at appeal in April 2017 it is considered that whilst impacts in respect of landscape 
and heritage were raised in the appeal, the Inspector concluded that these issues did not in their own right lead to the 
conclusion that the appeal should be dismissed. It was the conflict with the Local Plan Housing Development Strategy at that 
time that was the overriding reason for the dismissal of the appeal. It was only when these adverse effects were considered 
alongside the identified conflict with the Council’s housing strategy policies in its current Local Plan was the appeal dismissed. 
The Local Plan Review provides the opportunity to reconsider the allocation and remove the policy conflict (the overriding 
issue that led to the dismissal of the appeal). Whilst landscape and heritage matters would still need to be carefully 
considered in any subsequent proposal, these matters should not preclude an appropriate form of development from coming 
forward on the site — as is now proposed in Policy IM2. 
The site immediately adjoins the south eastern edge of the built up area of Ilminster. It is bounded by residential 
development to the west and to the north; a supermarket is located to the north west of the site. 
The site is within easy walking distance of the defined town centre and the range of services and facilities it offers. It is also 
within easy walking and cycling distance of range of other employment uses. 
A number of existing cycle, footpath and public transport links are also easily accessible to the entire site. The closest bus 
stop is circa 400m from the existing site access on Shudrick Lane. 
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e The site is approximately 34.2 hectares and is capable of accommodating at least 220 new dwellings whilst also providing 
high quality publically accessible open space all in a highly sustainable location in close proximity to the town centre. 

e The site is suitable for development, available for development now and, given the involvement of C G Fry as a housebuilder, 
deliverable. C G Fry has a proven track record of delivering high quality homes appropriate to their context and are well 
placed to bring forward a high quality proposal for the site and to then deliver it promptly. 

e The site presents an opportunity for sustainable development which will meet the housing needs of the town and the district. 

e The allocation will bring about wider benefits including; the creation of direct and indirect jobs associated with the 
construction of the proposed development; the potential to support and create new jobs in the wider economy during the 
life of the development; net additional local retail expenditure from new residents; new homes bonus contribution for South 
Somerset and the creation of new ecological habitats through new tree planting and landscaping. 

e Support the inclusion of supporting text that highlights whilst the site was previously subject to scrutiny at the previous Local 
Plan examination and a planning application (14/02474/OUT) was dismissed at appeal; the Local Plan Review provides the 
opportunity to reconsider the allocation. The proposed allocation of the site removes the only previous overriding conflict to 
the site’s progression (as identified through the appeal). This is noted in the consultation document at paragraph 7.83, which 
confirms that a sensitively designed scheme could potentially address the issues previously raised. 

Object 

The Save Shudrick Valley Group (SSVG) and over 750 individuals raise objection to Policy IM2. The SSVG response is supported 
by a wide range of background documents as set out below (comments made in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal are 
summarised under paragraph 1.23 within this schedule): 

e Landscape evidence - Illustrative Materials to support Landscape Evidence, Chris Britton Landscape Associates, November 
2016 (document submitted on behalf of SSVG in relation to appeal, planning application 14/02474/OUT) 

e SSVG Housing — document setting out the argument that Ilminster is meeting it’s housing need 

e SSVG Introduction — emails from SSDC dated December 2017 

e Landscape & Visual Proof of Evidence, Chris Britton Landscape Associates, December 2016 (document submitted on behalf of 
SSVG in relation to appeal, planning application 14/02474/OUT) 

e SSVG Impacts — extract from South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 Inspector’s Report, 8 January 2015 

e Residential amenity — document setting out the effect on the residential amenity of existing properties in Shudrick Valley 
from development of Option 2 

e Local Plan Review Consultation, response by SSVG, January 2018 (Issues and Options) 

e Response by Save Shudrick Valley Group to the Local Plan Review, February 2018 — rebuttal to C G Fry comments (Issues and 
Options) 
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e Landscape & Visual Assessment, Chris Britton Landscape Associates, October 2016 (document submitted in relation to 
appeal, planning application 14/02474/OUT) 

e SVG Maps — document consists of: 

o Extract from 1991 leaflet relating to the Chard and Ilminster Local Plan; 

o copy of appeal decision on planning application 14/02474/OUT, 10 April 2017; 

o map identifying the route of a stone culvert; 

o Inspector's report on South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028, 8 January 2015; 

Oo SSDC hearing statement to resumed Independent Examination; Issue 2 Ilminster Direction of Growth (PMM3), May 2014; 

o SSDC proof of evidence in relation to planning application 14/02474/OUT; 

o proof of evidence concerning the Historic Environment, lan Lund, January 2017 (document submitted on behalf of SSVG 
in relation to appeal, planning application 14/02474/OUT); 

map of Ilminster from Issues and Options consultation, 2017, map extract from SSDC HELAA 2018; 

site assessment form from HELAA, 2018; 

Ilminster map from Local Plan review Preferred Options document presented to District Executive in February 2019; 

Ilminster map as include in the Preferred Options Consultation document published in June 2018; SSVG annotated maps; 

Statement setting out detailed objections on conflicting maps and information during consultation periods, Sustainability 

Appraisal, flooding, Landscape, Historic Environment, Highways Infrastructure, site history and various documents 

relating to past Local Plans; 

o Ilminster No.1 Tree Preservation Order; 

o Environment Agency information of surface water flood risk; and correspondence with the Lead Local Flood Authority, 
2016. 

o Site History: 

e Local Plan 1983 — Shudrick Valley was identified under Policy C1 and a Special Landscape Area. 

e Consultation on for Local Plan 1991-2001 

e Chard and Ilminster Local Plan 1991-2011 — Inquiry into Proposed Modifications and Further Proposed Modifications 
Inspector stated that Walnut Place should be left as the development edge. “... | can see no advantage to the town or the 
adjacent countryside in changing the development boundary. “ 

e South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 — Inspector raised issues of soundness and asked the Council to look again at the 
Direction of Growth — SSDC originally identified Shudrick Valley but then changed to Canal Way. A revised Sustainability 
Appraisal was submitted. 

e Planning Appeal April 2017 planning application number 14/02474/OUT. Inspector dismissed the appeal 

e SSVG raise the following specific points: 
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e Inthe light of the evidence submitted in relation to the Local Plan 2006-2028 and the Inspectors decisions in relation to the 
Local Plan and the 2017 Appeal it is inconceivable that SSDC is still including Shudrick Valley as an option for development. 

e Inclusion of IM2 goes against the Vision and Objectives, officers evidence and the NPPF. 

e Consultation material has been flawed and misleading, the public have been faced with three different maps. The final map 
that was consulted upon was not taken back to District Executive for adoption before consultation. This makes the 
consultation confusing for members and the public and thus unsound. 

e The decision to include IM2 has been made on misleading and incorrect evidence despite the points being raised by SSVG 
through the Issues and Options consultation. These are not slip-ups but misleading and incorrect evidence which can only 
make it difficult for the public and councillors to make accurate decisions. The District Executive map was published by the 
press. 

e The Council has ignored decisions made on the site by Government Inspectors in the Local Plan 2006-2028 and in the 
Planning Appeal. A third Inspector rejected the area for development in the 1991-2011 Plan. 

e Consultation material at the Issues and options stage was misleading and has raised the expectations of the landowner again. 
The landscape and heritage of the valley, of course, are the reasons why developers want to build dwellings in the beautiful 
Shudrick Valley and they will certainly find them easy to sell. But landscape and heritage are the same reasons why the valley 
should be protected. The Council has implied that because there is apparent developer interest in Ilminster for new housing 
then it should be accepted. This is simplistic. 

e The Council was found to have put flawed evidence in the Local Plan 2006-2028 and the Examination was suspended because 
of issues of soundness. This has a cost £2.7 million to rate payers and it seems a repeat scenario is about to occur. 

e The close proximity of the Ilminster Conservation Area and numerous nearby listed buildings were an important factor in the 
dismissal of the appeal of the planning application for 220 homes in IM2. The Council’s own Conservation Officer fought the 
appeal. 

e SSVG and Ilminster Town Council fought the appeal on landscape grounds as Rule 6 parties. The Inspector dismissed the 
appeal on heritage and landscape grounds. Just six months after the appeal decision the Council bought the site forward 
again. 

e The Council has only ever presented an ambivalent attitude towards the landscape quality of the IM2 site. It was left to SSVG 
to pursue this. 

e The Shudrick Valley provides a valued landscape and wonderful setting to the town when driving from the east or when 
viewing from Bay Hill, Townsend, Butts, East Street and Shudrick Lane areas as well as further afield. The Inspectors response 
to the appeal demonstrates how wrong the District Council was on landscape issues. 

e The council persists in its view that the 14ha IM2 site is identified in its out dated Peripheral Landscape Assessment as having 
a high capacity to accommodate new built development. That is not the case and it is difficult to understand why the Council 
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makes such a misleading and careless statement given its discredited position on the landscape impact of new housing on the 
site and the two judgments of separate Inspectors. 

e The relationship between the site, the landscape and the heritage assets has not changed. Contrary to the council's 
assumption that the Local Plan inspector found no fundamental difficulties with developing the site, there is no indication in 
either of the Inspectors’ reports that there is any way by which the adverse impacts could be overcome. 

e Substantial public objection to this proposal. 

e This enclosed valley with its irregular medieval pattern of fields rising up to Pretwood Hill is a valued landscape adjacent to 
the Conservation Area and listed buildings. It is important to ensure that no development takes place anywhere in this 
beautiful valley as, once the floodgate is opened to even a handful of dwellings, there will inevitably be further applications 
to destroy this wonderful green lung. 

e SSDC has not included the necessity for a link road though the Shudrick Valley if IM2 goes ahead. Planning application 
included such a link road. If the homes are not built then SSDC must consider there is no need for a link road in the south east 
of the town. Impacts of the link road are considered to be — heavy goods vehicles through Kingstone and the Long Orchard 
Hill entrance to the site would become a gateway to the town. Traffic would need to negotiate the narrow section of Ditton 
Street and into Canal Way distributor road past the recreation ground. If traffic continued to use the Bay Hill junction the 180 
degree turn would become busier and accidents would follow. Traffic impacts on Kingston and Dowlish Wake have also been 
highlighted. The LPR should address the need for this road. 

e SSDC’s proof of evidence at planning appeal: para 3.12 of Mr Gunn’s statement states that paragraphs 19-25 of the Local Plan 
Inspector’s (Mr Hogger) show that that he found against the appeal site on landscape, heritage and agricultural grounds. 
Para 3.14 of Mr Gunn’s proof refers to the site being clearly rejected by the Local Plan Inspector. Mr Gunn’s proof stated that 
the development was unacceptable not only because of harm to heritage assets but contrary to the Council’s plan led 
approach for the future development of the town. 

Other respondents support SSVG and raise the following points in objection to IM2: 

e This over-development will destroy the character and setting of the town, the very essence that makes Ilminster. 

e The evidence has not been taken into account correctly and the consultation is unsound, therefore option IM2 is unsound. 

e The Council has understated the landscape and heritage constraints as highlighted in the planning appeal. 

e The policy is contrary to the Council’s own Vision and policies and contradicts the NPPF. 

e Wincanton, Crewkerne and Chard should take more of the shortfall in the housing target. 

e SSDC’s evidence understates the landscape and heritage constraints. 

e Maps included during the LPR consultation are inaccurate and misleading. 

e The landscape capacity has not been shown correctly - no HELAA Site Assessment Form for 14ha site. 

e IM2 not compatible with the council’s Policy SS1 to increase the level of self-containment. 
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e |lminster’s self-containment lowest of Primary market towns at only 40%, below district average of 43%. 

e Despite its low self-containment level, Ilminster is taking the highest percentage increase of housing in the LPR for the 
Primary Market Towns with a staggering increase of 69.15% at 839 dwellings. That would increase the total number of 
dwellings in the town by a massive 29% and produce a population increase of 32% when the town’s population had already 
increased by 40% from 2001-2016. 

e In contrast, Wincanton with a 60% self-containment is proposed to have a reduction of 19.91% in the number of new homes 
required in the Review compared to the Local Plan allocation. 

e Proposed increase in population is not balanced by an increase in employment opportunities - people will migrate out of 
town to work and shop. Ilminster will become a dormitory town. 

e Council has disregarded the Ilminster Housing Needs Survey 2018 in drawing up the Review. 

e District council has been inconsistent with its policies in selecting options in the Review. 

e Inconsistency in the mapping provided confusing and misleading evidence making it unsound. 

e Executive subcommittee made major change to IM2 option without reference back to council. 

e More than half of responses to the Issues and Options were people objecting to IM2 proposal. 

e Only one submission supporting IM2 option in first consultation - from the developer/landowner. 

e Proposal is against the provisions of the NPPF on grounds of heritage and landscape. 

e Harmful effects caused by the close proximity of the site to the Conservation Area and Listed assets, including their setting. 

e High Court tests cases on listed buildings / conservation areas S66 and S72 of the Planning Act 1990 have reinforced the NPPF 
Para 193 that ‘great weight’ be given to heritage assets’ conservation. 

e Intricate landscape character of the valley would be destroyed by any development. 

e The option contradicts the LPR Landscape Policy EQ4. 

e Harmful effect on landscape and heritage would significantly and demonstrably outweigh benefits. 

e Mistakes, misleading and outdated information in the HELAA and other documents, including mapping, resulted in unsound 
consultation, making the proposal unsound. 

e Council failed to consider the evidence as promised. 

e Interim Sustainability Appraisal for land east of Shudrick Lane site is seriously flawed in relation to IM2. 

e Shudrick Valley was dismissed as D of G in the Local Plan in January 2015, and site was dismissed at a Planning Appeal in April 
2017. SSDC fought appeal with Ilminster TC and SSVG as Rule 6 parties. 

e Site has been included again despite intense scrutiny at the Local Plan hearing in 2013-14, and the two-week Planning Appeal 
in 2017 - the site was dismissed on both occasions by Government Inspectors. 

e Out of date Peripheral Landscape Study still being used. 
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e Shudrick River rated Flood Zone 3 floods western end of site causing flooding downstream in Ditton Street. The town culvert 
in Shudrick Lane is over capacity and would need improving or replacing. 

e Option IM2 contains Best and Most Versatile agricultural land predominantly Grade 3a. 

e Development of IM2 site will lead to highways problems at both ends of development. 

e Development of the site would affect the Residential Amenity of existing dwellings Policy EQ2. 

e SSDC spent over £40,000 of tax payers money to defend the planning appeal and are now planning to ignore the fact due to 
“reverses” elsewhere. 

e Vehicular access to the site is totally unsuitable. There is already a pinch point where Ditton Street meets Shudrick Lane. This 
is particularly bad when lorries leave or approach Tesco and cause considerable problems when they meet customers 
attempting to leave the Tesco petrol station and traffic approach form Canal Way. Another 300 houses in the valley would 
cause significant problems. The exit from the other end of the proposed site is unsuitable. Very difficult to turn right from 
Townsend onto the B3158. Traffic form the east along the B3158 tends to be very fast. 

e 839 new homes in Ilminster will increase the population by around 2,000 people. The existing population is 5,800. Where will 
all these additional people work? They will be commuting out. 

e What about the zero carbon target by 2050? 

e Houses should not be built unless there are jobs available locally. 

e Concerned that there would be insufficient medical and education provision to support the extra demand within the 
community. 

e Ilminster has seen a huge increase in its housing stock without any commensurate increase in employment opportunities, 
schooling or medical facilities. If more housing has to be built in Ilminster Shudrick Valley is the least suitable option. 

e Concerned regarding road safety. Since the Shudrick Valley appeal decision there have been two serious traffic incidents on 
Kingstone Hill. Inhabitants of the Parish of Kingstone are already subjected to dangerous levels of traffic. The proposal will 
exacerbate this. The public are being forced off the road when on foot, there are no pavements or lights and the weight limit 
is routinely flaunted. 

e Considered inconceivable that site should be included only two years after the last planning appeal where it was dismissed on 
heritage and landscape grounds. 

e Respondents ask if there is any law any law which prevents the same land being put forward again and again if it has gone to 
appeal and been turned down? Surely there should be a 10yr period before it can be re-submitted? 

e Asked how many times will this site be reconsidered for development despite all the opposition against it? Local people 
banded together and donated thousands of pounds as well as their time protecting this site on previous occasions and itis a 
waste of people’s time and money re-submitting it again. 
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e Appreciated that in time plans need revising, but feel that the decision made in 2017 should be upheld with no further 
revisions/appeals until such time as the need for housing increases and the areas available for development become scarcer. 
This is currently not the case. Ilminster has no need for a large number of new houses to be allocated and certainly has other 
areas more Suitable for development. 

e This would totally change the character of Ilminster, which remains one of the very few West Country townships. 

e Car parking is already and issue and this would be made worse by the proposed development. The extra vehicles will block 
the town centre. This will be to the discomfort of existing residents. 

e The development will result in the loss of existing agricultural land of which there is very little in the area. 

e |tis assumed that any “council development” would be funded by local sources. Who would pay? A large uplift in rates would 
be expected. 

e Frequent visitor believes the valley should be protected. 

e Considered that it is the utter failure of our local politicians that this proposal is still being put forward given the recent 
reports by Planning Inspectors. This blights people’s lives. 

e Disturbed by the fact that the preferred options consultation document considered and adopted by the Executive in February 
2019 was changed by a three person subcommittee and put out for consultation without reference back to the council. 

e Consultation document seems to have been put together in a cavalier fashion — concerned about how many errors there may 
be in the consultation document. 

e Concerned about the lack of knowledge about proposals shown by staff at the public exhibition in Ilminster regarding 
questions put by members of the public. 

e Concerned that map changed four times in the same document — no consultation with the public — changes the meaning of 
the plan. 

e The existing Local Plan cost the public £2.7 million fear that the proposals will be found unsound and there will be a similar 
bill for this review. 

e Does not understand why brownfield sites close to transport links cannot be developed instead of this greenfield site. 

e Considered that Ilminster used to be a unique market town but over the years this has been eroded and is now a dormitory 
for Yeovil and Taunton. It has lost its character with the new estates. Health and education is reaching crisis point and 
services are being lost. 

e |lminster Town Council explain that the Neighbourhood Plan Development Group intends to include site allocations in the 
draft Plan and work is underway. There has been a call for sites and community workshop. Regulation 14 consultation will 
take place in early 2020. It is hoped that this work will support, complement and augment the work of the District Council to 
identify and allocate suitable sites for housing and employment. 
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e |lton and Chaffcombe Parish Council note that the planning appeal Inspector Alan Novitzky concluded “1 find overall that the 
harm arising from the effects of the proposal on heritage assets, the effects arising from conflict with Local Plan housing 
policy including the direction of growth, and the effects on the character and appearance of the landscape would significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh its benefits. This is so assessed in relation to the development plan, with which it conflicts overall, 
despite the reduced weight given to housing policies. It is also so assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole. 
Neither the proposed conditions, nor the provisions of the completed planning obligations, whatever the level of contributions 
payable, alter this assessment.” Consider that Ilminster has already seen a large number of developments and seen a growth 
in population over recent years. Policy IM1 and IM3 should be sufficient to meet its housing obligations. Other sites have 
been dropped after the Issues and Options consultation. 

e Proposal will have an adverse effect on the residential , public and wildlife amenity by reason of - noise and disturbance from 
the works but more importantly the removal of the beautiful landscape frequented and enjoyed by wild deer, bats, 
numerous butterflies and moths, sparrow hawks, buzzards and wonderful other flora and fauna. 

e Visual impact of the development — the proposed development is over-bearing, out-of-scale and out of character in terms of 
its locations for the town and the wonderful amenity overlooked by a Conservation Area and at least one listed building. 

e None of the sustainability criteria affecting the Strategic Objectives, particularly 10. Natural Environment and 11. Historic 
Environment have changed, the only justification the Council can offer for re-visiting seem to be centre on the housing 
numbers identified. 

e English Heritage South West consider proposal results in erosion of green boundary to conservation area, includes a number 
of listed buildings, including some highly (sentence ends here). Dismissed at appeal and also the subject of great scrutiny at 
the LP stage. Could have significant impact on the experience of the place. 

e Considered inconceivable, having listened to SSDC's witnesses at the appeal and the case argued, that evidence put forward 
then bears no resemblance to the evidence put forward just six months later by the council for the Local Plan Review when 
the same site was included as an option for development. 

e The Council is fully aware that the applicants tried several times to overcome objections to the development and mitigate the 
damage to landscape and heritage. Any development in this Shudrick Valley would destroy forever the landscape character 
and have unacceptable detrimental impact on the Conservation Area, heritage assets and their settings. 

e Considered that Ilminster has been allocated an unfair share of growth. 

e Agreen area such as this with abundant wildlife is a natural asset that cannot be replaced. 

e Concerned that it is the only road leading to Tesco’s car park and the small development of housing beyond. Road is very 
busy at times and concerned about air pollution as a result. Would like to see an independent traffic survey at varying times 
and days. An air pollution test. 

e In drawing up the Local Plan Review SSDC appears to have ignored the Ilminster Housing Needs Survey 2018. 
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There was only one submission supporting the IM2 option in the first consultation, and that was from the 
developer/landowner. 

Respondent moved to Ilminster three years ago, house overlooks the valley. Only bought the house for the view. Has set up 
two businesses in Ilminster and spent money renovating listed cottage. Parking is very challenging can only park outside the 
house at night and almost impossible to park within walking distance because of double yellow lines. 

Residents will be driven from the area and property prices will decrease. 


Policy IM3 — The Environment Agency point out that the allocation is entirely within Flood Zone 3, assumed 3bin the SFRA update. The 
Housing growth at Local Plan states that residential development within this site could improve the viability of commercial development. 
Station Road, Irrespective of the indication of the need for flood risk mitigation has his been allocated using a sequential approach — any 
Ilminster development of this site would need to be accompanied by detailed modelling to assess the 3a/b designation. It is 
understood that there have been significant challenges in successfully mitigating the risks to this site without increasing flood 
risk elsewhere. 
English Heritage South West comment that the setting of several grade II listed buildings need to be taken into consideration 
in terms of the design of the scheme. 


The inclusion of IM3, Station Road is welcomed and given the ability to put flood prevention and mitigation measures in place 


there is no reason to restrict the numbers here to 100. So this combined with IM1 at Canal Way can provide for the provision 
of Policy SS2. 

Ilminster Town Council consider that employment opportunities should be maximised as the provision of employment will 
help to ensure a sustainable future for Ilminster. Removal of employment allocations and their replacement with housing 
would hinder the long term goals and sustainable expansion of the town by removing future potential employment based 
‘pull factors’ for potential residents that could seek to live in the area and become part of the community. 


Paras 7.103 -7.109 Omission site: Responding on behalf of a landowner with interest in land south of the A303. Noted that SCC have submitted 
its own adjoining land for consideration within the HELAA. Conversations with adjoining landowners are on-going to bring 
forward a major mixed use, southern extension. Approach would lessen the burden on Yeovil and Chard and provide a 
sustainable approach to increasing the land supply. 
Considered that the employment land allocations in the local plan have failed to fulfil the requirement for employment 
provision in relation to housing numbers. Over half the units built on the allocated employment land are relocated local 
businesses with little increase in employment. They include properties in the town centre, with loss of town centre footfall, 
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and vacating several small units to one central structure, thus leaving additional Brownfield land for housing. The provision 
of “mixed development” has not been a success, and a policy requires more than a paper statement, but positive help and 
encouragement for employers to a new area. The Wincanton Neighbourhood Plan suggested that new employment be 
encouraged south of the A303. With the government policy to improve the A303, and its economic value, it would seem 
appropriate to look at the possibilities, and put forward a scheme for finance. Lorry parking with facilities, and heavy duty 
charge points would be a starter. 


Para 7.113 Omission site: in respect of The Tythings Commercial Centre, Wincanton. Respondent has initiated pre-application 
discussion on a residential-led mixed-use development for approx. 170 dwellings and small scale employment land 
provision. A Design Review Panel was scheduled for 12 September 2019. Formal planning application to be submitted in 
2020. Respondent would like to see the site allocated for residential-led mixed-use development in order to provide 
certainty to the community and contribute to a mixed portfolio of housing sites. Whilst SSDC have a Brownfield Register 
they have not granted any Permission in Principle (PiP). If SSDC do not intend to grant any Pip then sites should be 
allocated. Points in favour include: 


e The Tythings is an unsuitable location for continued commercial /industrial use although it is recognised that some 
level of retained employment would be beneficial to encourage walking and cycling to work 


The following businesses currently occupy the Tythings site: 

Myakka Trading — A furniture company; 

SJH Carpets; 

Honbu Karate Club; 

Henshaws Inflatables; 

HHP Joinery; and 

Matia Bakery 
Omission Site: land south of A303 — already has planning permission for an anaerobic digestion plant, considered that now is 
the time to consider an alternative use. Adjoining land has been submitted by SCC through the HELAA -— this is supported. 
Would provide the opportunity for a comprehensive new southern extension to Wincanton. A major mixed-use scheme to 
the contributing to the towns long term needs. Considered that there are few technical constraints to this expansion. Further 
details will be submitted. 
Considered that the main modification to address the balance of housing and employment in Wincanton has not been 
addressed. There has to be a three year moratorium on major planning application to fulfil the legal requirements of the 
inspector’s approval letter. 15 dwellings are required up to 2036. 
Not sufficient employment land to balance housing meaning most households will be commuting to work. 
Concern regarding sufficient parking to accommodate planned growth. 
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Omission site: land off West Hill, outline planning application has been submitted 19/01593/OUT for 210 dwellings, public 
open space, landscaping, SUDs and a vehicular access point from West Hill. Site measures 11.02ha. Single agricultural field, 
well related to the existing settlement, good pedestrian and cycle links and contained by physical features at its urban edge. 
Consider that the site would represent a logical extension to Wincanton and could potentially provide an alternative access 
point to the proposed allocation. Growth here is supported by a range of services and facilities within easy walking or cycling 
distance. These includes, but are not limited to the Wincanton Health Centre, Wincanton County Primary School, King 
Arthur’s Community School, LED Wincanton Sports Centre and range of shops including multiple supermarkets. The following 
points are relevant to the sites suitability and sustainability: 

Local highway network has the capacity to accommodate the growth. 

The site has low ecological value. Loss of habitat would not be significant and mitigation and net biodiversity gains can 

be readily achieved. 

Site is within Flood Zone 1. 

There are no designated heritage assets within or immediately adjoining the site. 

Site should be considered as potential allocation. 


Policy WN1 — Support given designation in Local Plan but questions if other sites within the town on brownfield land, possibly as mixed-use 
Housing Growth employment and housing could not be developed and accommodate some of the growth. The following sites are identiifed: 
West of Wincanton Approved applications: 
Business Park and Verrington Hospital = 55 
New Barns Farm Land behind Dancing Lane = 25 
Cale Way (Cavanna Homes) = 60 
Balsam Park = 15 
As well as these pending or proposed sites: 
The Tythings (Hopkins Estates) = 173 
Lawrence Hill (Abbey Manor Developments) = 85 
Land at Hook Valley Farm (Gladman) = 210 
This is a clear indication that Wincanton has taken more than its fair share of development and is still accommodating new 
housing within the settlement limits. The New Barns Farm site (Bovis) is not sold out after 8 years and a significant part of the 
Kingwell Rise (Wimpey) was sole to the MOD. Request that consideration is given to protecting the site of application 
19/01593/OUT thorough some form of landscape protection. 
The quantum of housing to be allocated to Wincanton is higher than should be required under NPPF New Housing Delivery 
Test requirements. If it is accepted that the target is incorrect the 220 dwellings in Policy WN1 should be reduced. 
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Notwithstanding the quantum of growth proposed, the direction of growth seems appropriate and sustainable and 
consistent with the Wincanton Neighbourhood Plan which is fully supported. 

Supports the allocation of this site for residential development but considers the percentage of affordable housing 
should not be confirmed until the plan wide viability has been completed or the current application determined. This 
allocation should also identify that there are significant infrastructure costs including the servicing of the employment 
land which may have an impact on the sites ability to deliver the full quantum of community benefits. This site does not 
have direct access to the Morrisons roundabout and is not capable of taking access from it. Access will be from a new arm off 
the Lawrence Hill roundabout. Amend text to reflect the fact that access will be taken from a new arm off the Lawrence Hill 
Roundabout. 

Environment Agency identify that this location is adjacent to a minor ordinary watercourse with FZ3 mapped from our Cale 
2005 model. The 0.1%AEP scenario was not modelled and as such the FZ2 extents in this area have been drawn to match FZ3. 
Given the age and 1D nature of this model there is room for improvement of the flood risk mapping - not clear how the flood 
risk to these sites might change when considering latest climate change guidance. Flood risk at these sites not mentioned in 
Local Plan, therefore, suggest it may be advisable to acknowledge the potential risk. 

Concerned that the infrastructure required relating to access for these sites may jeopardise the delivery of the above 
schemes. Respondent has land interests in Wincanton at land off West Hill which is subject to a live application for up to 210 
dwellings (19/01593/OUT). The site directly abuts the housing allocation west of Wincanton Business Park to the north. 
Through the application process, a safe and suitable access strategy off West Hill has been agreed with Somerset County 
Highways. It is considered that the site provides for an opportunity not only to provide additional housing growth to meet 
identified needs which would not only provide flexibility in the Council’s housing land supply but could also provide access to 
the proposed allocation WN1 without the need for large investment in infrastructure which may jeopardise the delivery of 
the development proposal. Respondent consider that the omission site is available, suitable and deliverable in its entirety. 
The proposed development would be sympathetically designed, and landscape and green infrastructure proposals have been 
carefully considered. 

SCC Transport Policy (WN1 and 2) consider that north south links for all highway users should be provided between the two 
sites with appropriate improved access infrastructure onto Lawrence Hill. Policy WN1 - should include road links between 
West Hill and Lawrence Hill, and pedestrian/cycle infrastructure improvements running west to east to increase permeability 
and access to the town centre. 

Considers that the employment land allocation in the local plan has failed to fulfil the requirement for employment 
provision in relation to housing numbers. Over half the buildings on new employment land are re-located existing 
businesses with little increase in employment. This includes from the town centre which has meant a reduction in 
footfall. This has led to the creation of additional brownfield land for housing. Mixed development has not been a 
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success and positive action is required to encourage new employers to the area. The Wincanton Neighbourhood Plan 
suggested new employment land to the south of the A303. This would be an appropriate area to look for opportunities 
and put forward a scheme for finance. Lorry parking with facilities and heavy duty charging points is suggested. An 
increase in houses makes the problem worse. 


Policy WN2 — Considered to be an appropriate location for employment development due to its proximity to the A303 and other 
Employment established businesses. 
Growth West of Environment Agency identify that this location is adjacent to a minor ordinary watercourse with FZ3 mapped from our Cale 
Wincanton 2005 model. The 0.1%AEP scenario was not modelled and as such the FZ2 extents in this area have been drawn to match 
Business Park FZ3. Given the age and 1D nature of this model there is room for improvement of the flood risk mapping - not clear how the 
flood risk to these sites might change when considering latest climate change guidance. Flood risk at these sites not 
mentioned in Local Plan, therefore, it may be advisable to acknowledge the potential risk. 
Owners of 3 properties on Crocker Way oppose the access road being put onto Crocker Way. This will become a rat run for 
people cutting through to get to Castle Cary/Shepton Mallet as it will shorten the travelling distance & time for them. This 
will make it very unsafe for children out playing as the road is already very busy and narrow. Why not make it emergency 
access with bollards as has been done on the Kingwell Rise site where Kinklebury Street accesses onto Devenish Lane. 
SCC Transport Policy (WN1 and 2) consider that north south links for all highway users should be provided between the two 
sites with appropriate improved access infrastructure onto Lawrence Hill. 
Concerned that the infrastructure required relating to access for these sites may jeopardise the delivery of the above 
schemes. Respondent has land interests in Wincanton at land off West Hill which is subject to a live application for up to 
210 dwellings (19/01593/OUT). The site directly abuts the housing allocation west of Wincanton Business Park to the north. 
Through the application process, a safe and suitable access strategy off West Hill has been agreed with Somerset County 
Highways. It is considered that the site provides for an opportunity not only to provide additional housing growth to meet 
identified needs which would not only provide flexibility in the Council’s housing land supply but could also provide access 
to the proposed allocation WN1 without the need for large investment in infrastructure which may jeopardise the delivery 
of the development proposal. Respondent consider that the omission site is available, suitable and deliverable in its 
entirety. The proposed development would be sympathetically designed, and landscape and green infrastructure proposals 
have been carefully considered. 
Paras 7.118 — 7.124 Considered that this section needs revision as it is inconsistent with the Draft Wincanton Town Centre Strategy document 
considered that it represents out of date thinking: 
o No bank in Wincanton for nearly two years. Resulted in a major loss of footfall and likely to have exacerbated the loss of 
other shops. This is not addressed in the document. 
o The Co-op in the Camelot Centre provides useful convenience facilities in the town centre. 
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o Out of centre retail has already increased with extensions to Morrisons and Lidl being implemented or underway. The 
LPR does not reflect this. 
In order to achieve the floorspace projection to 2029 the Retail and Main Town Centres Uses Study (para 8.56) 
indicates an additional 96 car parking spaces are required, none of which are planned nor is there any site 
allocation to provide such capacity. 
Draft Town Centre Strategy and LPR retail requirement at 7.121 conflict, particularly in car parking and convenience 
shopping. 








Section 7. Market Towns - Ansford and Castle Cary 


Para 7.134 Town and Parish Council note that this section now needs updating to reflect the “making” of the Neighbourhood Plan and 
the commencement of development on three development sites. 


Paras 7.136 — 7.138 Given the growth allocated for Ansford and Castle Cary, it is considered that the town will double in size. Concern that the 
Plan does not explain how the capacity of existing infrastructure (highways, rail, schools, GP surgery) and the impact on the 
High Street will be addressed. Requests that Castle Cary should not be considered to be the location to fulfil the District’s 
housing growth. 

Considered that the several hundred dwellings already approved in the settlement exceeds the number required by national 
policy, and concerned that the existing infrastructure already struggles with the rapid growth of the town, particularly the 
level of traffic the development will generate. 

Concerned that planning permission has already been granted for 559 or more dwellings in Ansford and Castle Cary and 
building has been ongoing for months. An application for 81 units is being considered and planning permission has been 
passed for a school and 165 homes on site AC4. It is clear that a new primary school is needed and the school will have to be 
expanded. Considered that no further plans for building should be considered until the full impact of this initial development 
is known. There will be huge pressure on services such as roads, schools, parking, health centre etc. The roads are already 
congested so serious measures will be needed. 

Deep concern is expressed about the new proposals for housing development. Hoped that the Council contest the new 
proposals with government. Considered that the governments dictate on house building in areas such as Castle Cary is both 
illogical and irresponsible. 

Considered that there are not enough jobs or new business developments to justify the claim that the council will support the 
increase of over 9000 jobs. 
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Considered that the information on the boards presented at the Castle Cary meeting 18.07.19 was out- of- date and 
misleading. Advertising for this meeting considered to be totally inadequate. 

Para 7.136 — represents a correct statement at the time it was written. The position has now changed needs to be updated. 
Para 7.137 — Proposes two allocations amounting to 80 dwellings. Construction has now commenced and the idea that the 
homes will not be delivered is not the case. The supply of land is not inadequate and there are undeveloped brownfield sites 
in the town as indicated in the Neighbourhood Plan. There is now no reason to see the current supply of available land as 
inadequate. 

Considered that Policies AC1 and AC2 rely on a quantitative requirement which is disproportionate and excessive for the 
town. Object to the proposed policies and consider they should be deleted from the Plan. 

Noted that reference is made in para 7.136 to an applications for 81 dwellings on the BMI site, which has now been refused 
on the basis of excessive density. Development of this site still has support in principle and it is recommended as an 
alternative to AC1 and AC2. 


Policy AC1 — Policy AC1 is supported for the following reasons: 
Housing Growth It is entirely surrounded by land that has come forward for development. It would therefore have no impact on the 
North West of peripheral landscape of the town. 
Ansford Paragraph 7.139 says the site is landlocked, however access has been secured from the north and south through recent 
planning consents (Wayside Farm and Land off Station Road and Torbay Road — pending letter attached). 
The Policy suggests about 60 dwellings and 0.85ha of employment. The HELAA states the site is 4.2ha. At 70% net 
developable area the site would yield 100 dwellings at 35dph which would result in an increase in the number of 
affordable and market homes, providing more flexibility. 
It is considered that AC1 should be a strategic allocation in the context of paragraph 23 of the NPPF. 
Suggested that AC1 and AC3 should be combined as a single allocation to meet the criterion for a strategic site. 

e Considered that the employment part of the allocation is poorly related to existing and proposed surrounding land uses. The 
0.85ha of employment land would be surrounded by residential development and an education use. The employment land 
cannot be consolidated with the existing business park as there is no existing means of access, notwithstanding any ransom 
situation. The adjoining land is used for storage associated with the existing business and there is no existing adopted 
industrial estate road providing access into AC1 from the west. 

Considered that the justification for the employment land as set out in paragraph 7.139 would be negated by the delivery of 
employment land in AC3. Reference to the approved indicative outline masterplan for the AC3/AC4 site demonstrates that 
there is insufficient scope, once the school is taken into account, for providing satisfactory access for further employment 
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land without compromising the provision of a satisfactorily designed access for the residential element of AC1, which would 
integrate with AC3 as required by the SSLP and under the conditions of the outline permission. 
Object to Policy AC1 for the following reasons: 
Loss of BMV agricultural land. 
Over development. 
Alternative land is available on brownfield sites as noted in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
Most of AC1 should be kept as green space/green corridor between the development with planning permission. 
The map should be updated to reflect what has been built and has planning permission. The map is inaccurate. 
AC1 is land locked. access via Wayside Farm or the Yarlington development will adversely affect the owners of properties 
on those estates — impact of construction traffic. 
If AC1 is to be developed it should be for employment use only with access via the industrial estate. A new high quality 
employment area would attract business that would serve the working population. 
The infrastructure (roads, doctor's surgery, dentist, schools) already struggles with the rapid growth of the town and 
doubling the size will destroy the character of this unique town. 
Traffic in an out of the area will become unbearable and unsafe. 


e SCC Transport Policy -AC1, AC3, and AC4 — Appropriate road, pedestrian, and cycling infrastructure and links should be 

created to make all sites connected and permeable. Highway improvements will be required on the B3152, and A371. (SCC 
Transport Policy). 
Wessex Water state that they will continue to work with developers to produce a strategy to serve the proposed allocations 
at Ansford/Castle Cary. 

Policy AC2 — Support Policy AC2 for the following reasons: 

Housing Growth It is a logical site for housing development, located within the Direction of Growth. 

East of Station There is existing access from Station Road — happy to provide additional access from adjoining developments. 

Road, Castle Cary Amenity — the site is located between existing approved residential developments. Development would be designed to 
maintain and safeguard privacy of neighbouring households. 
The site is used regularly and unlikely to have any significant ecological potential. 
Landscape — site is screen by existing residential developments. Design will be compatible. 
Flood risk — site is located within Flood Zone 1. 
Site is deliverable having been subject to a significant amount of developer interest. 
HELAA (E/ANSF/0007) identifies site has the capacity for 39 dwellings. No justification for the reduction in the number of 
dwellings — not most effective use of land (Chapter 11 of NPPF). Neighbouring Well Farm is built at 31 dph, OS 4700 at 26 dph 
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Policy AC3 — 
Housing and 
Employment 
Growth Land 
between Torbay 
Road and Station 
Road, Castle Cary 


Policy AC4 — 
Education 
Development at 
Torbay Road, 
Castle Cary 


Policy ACS — Car 
Parking at the 
Railway Station , 
Ansford 


South Somerset 
District Council 


and Land at Station Road. Allocation of 20 dwellings @ 15dph seems incongruous. Seek an amendment to the Policy to about 
40 dwellings. 


Object to Policy AC2 for the following reasons: 


Almsford Close junction is on outside of the bend in Station Road and suffers from restricted sight lines. Turning right in or 
out of Ansford Close is risky and made worse by the disregard for the 30mph speed limit. Development of AC2 would increase 
the risk of a collision. Would be more sensible to create a new access from the site on to Station Road, if access must be 
combined then serve Almsford Close from AC2. 

ACs should be kept as green space/green corridor between the development with planning permission. 


Wessex Water state that they will continue to work with developers to produce a strategy to serve the proposed allocations 
at Ansford/Castle Cary. 


Object to Policy AC3 for the following reasons: 


Very concerned about traffic. Lorries break the weight limit on a daily basis and drive too fast. This will be worse with the 
Brookfields/Bridgewater building development. More traffic will be dangerous. Suggest making Torbay Road a no through 
access and direct traffic onto the new road. 

AC1, AC3, and AC4 — Appropriate road, pedestrian, and cycling infrastructure and links should be created to make all sites 
connected and permeable. Highway improvements will be required on the B3152, and A371 (SSC Transport Policy). 

Wessex Water state that they will continue to work with developers to produce a strategy to serve the proposed allocations 
at Ansford/Castle Cary. 

Considered that it is evident that a new primary school is required and possibly expansion of the secondary school will be 
necessary. 

Considered that new homes should not be built until the impacts on infrastructure are understood — roads, schools, parking, 
health centre etc. 

SSC Transport Policy -AC1, AC3, and AC4 — Appropriate road, pedestrian, and cycling infrastructure and links should be 
created to make all sites connected and permeable. Highway improvements will be required on the B3152, and A371. 


The Environment Agency note that the allocation partly encompasses Flood Zones 2 and 3 (difficult to determine 3a/3b from 
the large scale SFRA mapping), therefore has sequential test / approach been followed? 

SCC Transport Policy note that whilst the car park may be desirable there is a question about how safe the access is due to 
forward visibility issues. A right turn lane would help but is not achievable due to land control problems. Further work needs 
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to be carried out whereby additional land can be made available to create a suitable access road. This would accord with 
policy TA2 Rail Facilities on p178. The car park extension must be provided with an access that fully accords with all safety 
requirements, especially as there is existing collision data associated with traffic turning into this access road. 
Paras 7.149 — 7.153 Respondent would like to know what plans are in place to improve infrastructure to cope with additional growth - highways 
infrastructure the rail networks ability to handle twice as many people parking an commuting for the station, the capacity of 
the school, Dr’s, impact on the High Street, the cost of new housing compared to local wages. 





Section 7. Market Towns - Langport and Huish Episcopi 

Langport / Huish Submission on behalf of landowners — ‘Ducks Hill, Huish Episcopi, Langport’. The landowners object to the omission of this 

Episcopi site as an allocated housing site for 32 dwellings. The omission of land at Ducks Hill is not considered justified in terms of 
reasonable alternatives, or consistent with national policy in enabling the delivery of sustainable development. The land is 
considered to be suitable, available and achievable for housing development within the plan period. 
Langport is considered a sustainable location, suitable for accommodating additional housing growth. A site to the north- 
west of the settlement [Newtown Road, Huish Episcopi, Langport] has planning permission for 36 dwellings and is proposed 
for allocation in the Local Plan Review to provide a suitable extension to the settlement boundary [16/04174/REM]. The 
Inspector’s recommendation clearly identified the site as a sustainable and appropriate location for new housing 
development. The issue regarding the impact on the character and appearance of the area was addressed by the Inspector 
and this could be overcome by concentrating houses to the south-eastern corner of the site. This site would contribute to 
the Council’s five year housing land supply and is identified as deliverable in years 4 and 5. 
The 351 dwellings proposed for Langport and Huish Episcopi in the Local Plan Review is misleading. Delivery against the 
adopted Local Plan (requirement 374 dwellings) has already been exceed by 124% (475 dwellings). Therefore the proposed 
additional 100 houses will take this to 565 dwellings (151% of the adopted Local Plan). 
The accuracy of paragraph 7.160 is questioned with regard to the strong employment, retail and community role of the 
town. The assertion that Langport has a strong employment role is contradicted by the statistic in paragraph 7.165 that 
‘over 60% of residents travel elsewhere to work’. Even 20 years ago 60-% of the working population commuted out of the 
town and new housing estates include young families that need to work. The closure of the bank, post office, and three 
pubs mean that numerous jobs have been lost. 
Concern that Langport has already been over developed and there are insufficient employment opportunities to support 
further development. The majority of growth has been in Huish Episcopi where the majority of residents drive to Langport 
to shop or use facilities. The main A road running through the town is a bottleneck which has been exacerbated by recent 
development, and no thought has been given to the level of pollution that has to be endured. The growth proposed for 
Langport is environmentally unsound as it encourages increased use of the private car. 
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Policy LH1 — 
Housing Growth at 
Land Between 
Somerton Road 
and Field Road 
(The Trial Ground), 
Langport 


Policy LH2 — 
Housing growth at 
Land Between 
Somerton Road 
and Wearne Lane, 


Langport 


South Somerset 
District Council 


It is noted that the report already highlights the need for a wide screen landscape buffer to the north of the site to protect 
the setting of the listed Old Kelways building beyond. 

The proposed allocations at Langport would potentially lead to the loss of the finite amount of available functionally linked 
land to the Somerset Levels and Moors SPA and Ramsar site. The HRA proposes that the assessment of whether the site 
and neighbouring land constitute a significant area of supporting habitat should be postponed to the planning application 
stage. However it is recommended that as the sites are known and an assessment of the current function of the land as 
supportive habitat for the SPA can now be made, that this level of assessment is required at the plan level, and it is strongly 
advised that this assessment is undertaken to inform the appropriate assessment at Reg 19 together with an assessment of 
whether and how suitable mitigation could be delivered in case the development would lead to the loss of functionally 
linked land. This would satisfy the requirements of the Habitats Regulations and demonstrate the deliverability of the 
allocations. 


Support 


LVA promote ‘Land North of Somerton Road, Langport’. The site to the north east of Langport is generally flat and has road 
frontage onto Somerton Road. It is considered that no constraints exist on the land that prevent development. 

The continued identification of Langport as a Local Market Town is supported, and the approach to sustain and enhance the 
town’s status as a Market Town. 

The site forms part of the draft allocation LH2 — this is strongly supported. Confirms the site is achievable and can provide 
early delivery of homes within 5 years. In the adopted Local Plan the land east of Wearne Lane is allocated for business 
units. As no known significant number of jobs have been delivered since 2006 where the land to support new businesses 
will be located is questioned. 

The recommendation for a substantial buffer of screen planting is supported, but it is requested that the following 
statement is added: “The policy makes it clear that any development to the north must avoid coalescence with Wearne”. 


Object 


Before any further development takes place on LH2 it is suggested that the impact of the current 465 dwellings on the joint 
community should be seen. 

The proposed allocations at Langport would potentially lead to the loss of the finite amount of available functionally linked 
land to the Somerset Levels and Moors SPA and Ramsar site. The HRA proposes that the assessment of whether the site 
and neighbouring land constitute a significant area of supporting habitat should be postponed to the planning application 
stage. However it is recommended that as the sites are known and an assessment of the current function of the land as 
supportive habitat for the SPA can now be made, that this level of assessment is required at the plan level, and it is strongly 
advised that this assessment is undertaken to inform the appropriate assessment at Reg 19 together with an assessment of 
whether and how suitable mitigation could be delivered in case the development would lead to the loss of functionally 
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linked land. This would satisfy the requirements of the Habitats Regulations and demonstrate the deliverability of the 
allocations. 

Paras. 7.165-7.174 As no known significant number of jobs have been delivered since 2006, where will the land be located to support new 
businesses? 
Concern raised that there is already too much traffic in the centre of Langport and traffic management should be put in 
place to manage future growth. Questions whether a single priority system could be implemented (as in Ash) so that feed 
transport lorries cannot use it — this would help to promote sustainable transport. As Curry Rivel is identified for further 
growth, the provision of a cycle path into Langport is suggested via a widened dual use pavement, or in combination with 
improvements to the bridleway along Merrick’s Farm lane. 
The need for a community centre is raised for all residents in Huish Episcopi and Langport. A central location next to the 
cricket ground has been identified — however, if this were to prove unobtainable then the only other alternative would be 
LANG 1 (LH2) if carefully planned. The new plan should include a mandatory need for a community centre to support the 
joint community. 
7.173 — states that there is an identified need for early years, primary and secondary, as there is insufficiency in the existing 
education infrastructure. Suggests that it would help if education infrastructure was included in this paragraph, and 
evidence can be provided if required. 


Both residential allocations are both in flood zone 1 and well above flood levels. Para 7.174 refers to the Westover Trading 
Estate planning permission and raising the road to avoid flood risk, and that EA has considered an embankment scheme. It 
is not clear whether this is still a consideration. 


Section 7. Market Towns - Somerton 

Paras 7.175 — 7.179 | e Para 7.175: Stated that Somerton’s population has been grossly underestimated. 2017 SSDC Settlement profile states 4,339 
and other internet sources closer to 4,697. Residents of outlying parishes should be considered as they access existing 
amenities and facilities. 
Para 7.176: Stated that Somerton’s key services seem to be exaggerated in this para. The library was threatened with closure 
in 2018 — is now run by volunteers. There is only one bank. 
Para 7.178: Public transport in Somerset is poor. Two bus routes Yeovil to Taunton and Yeovil to Wells, both run every 90 
minutes. No rail transport that is easily accessible — closest station is Castle Cary. 60% of Somerton residents out commute to 
work — building more homes will result in increased traffic on local roads. Somerton does not have major thorough roads - 
the B3153 and B3151 which are already under pressure especially at peak times. 
Para 7.179: There is a flood risk on Ricksey Lane — well-known fact that it cannot be accessed for several months during the 
winter. 
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Paras 7.180 — 7.181 Para 7.180: Somerton Community Plan 2018-2023 expresses a desire for no more large developments. 
Para 7.181: The new primary school currently being planned on Northfield was a result of the impact of the 2 huge housing 
developments that have already been built which meant that the existing schools could not cope — NOT as an aspiration or 
reason to build yet more houses. 
SCC Education explain that the school & Nursery now has planning permission granted subject to conditions under 
application no. SCC/3640/2019 which went to regulation committee on the 18th June 2019 at SCC. The school has space 
reserved for any necessary expansion due to further housing coming forward within the plan period. It is the amalgamation 
and expansion of an infant and junior school onto a single site, and they have now commenced on site with the build. 

Para 7.183 — 7.184 Para 7.183: questioned why Somerton been allocated a higher number of homes than Wincanton - a Primary Market Town 
and Langport another Local Market Town. Highlighted that Langport has a lot more amenities than Somerton — Primary and 
Secondary schools, larger supermarket, a variety of shops, more car parking, the library has not been threatened with closure 
and the Dr’s surgery is better staffed. 
Para 7.184: noted that land at the Millands was identified as suitable, available and accessible in the 2018 five-year housing 
land supply report. 
Considered that pressure on services and roads is clear to see. The excessive development of Northfield has caused the loss 
of a distinct route to the industrial site and Edgar Hall, and caused conspicuous difficulties for all users. 
Noted that the map does not show new developments under construction — why not? 
Concerned as to how Buttercross Health Centre will cope as already over whelmed with patients. The approved development 
equates to a more than 25% increase in the 2,300 + homes. 
Considered that the area is already recognised as having poor air quality, by removing more greenbelt land this will only get 





worse. 
Drainage is considered to be an issue - seriously over stretched as it all flows into the local river — no proper plan for 
drainage. Bovis site has experienced difficulties. 

Bovis Homes, Fairfax Homes and new school have severe road access problems — roads are not safe for the amount of traffic. 
Bellways Estate may become a route through to the school. SCC and SSDC should investigate further. 


Para 7.185 Concerns raised regarding the impact of the proposed development on highways - widening Ricksey Lane and development 
on the land far to the west of the town will cause an increase in traffic. Not only in the town centre as the distance will be too 
far for many to walk, resulting in increased noise and pollution, adding to the already dangerous traffic conditions in the 
narrow town centre streets and causing parking issues. Traffic will also use the shortest route either into the town centre or 
to Yeovil which will be over the railway bridge down to Sutton Road/Badgers Cross. This part of Ricksey Lane will not be 
widened due to the constraints of the railway bridge and the junctions with Sutton Road and Badgers Cross are not safe for 
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any increase in traffic — accidents will be the result. There are also working farms in this area and Ricksey Lane is used by all 
kinds of farm vehicles, some large, which will add to the traffic chaos in this area. 


Policy SM1 — Objection to Policy SM1 raised on the following grounds: 
Housing Provision Housing 
on Land West of St | e Somerton is being disproportionately targeted for housing development compared to other Primary Market Towns and Local 


Cleer’s Orchard, Market Towns. The number of homes in the adopted Local Plan has already been exceeded. 

Somerton e The identification of this one preferred Option does not show any strategic thinking. The document does not mention the 
other options identified at the Issues and Options stage. The document should explain what has happened with those other 
options. 


e The Local Plan Review seems to contradict other Council policies. 

e Approach seems to suggest ‘housing problem’ can only be solved by expanding to the west. This is a lazy knee-jerk reaction - 
find a flat greenfield site on the edge of town. 

e The community should task developers to provide them with what they want where they want it. It should be a community — 
wide decision as to where development goes. 

e Considered that development of this site would result in another huge housing estate on the edge of the town, distant from 
the town centre and local services. Contrary to Sustainability Appraisal (SA) objective to improve accessibility to services and 
facilities. The south west corner of the site is half a mile from the nearest bus stop on the Langport Road, than another mile 
to the Market Square. 

e The affordable housing target is not achievable due to developer viability arguments. 

e Noted that the HELAA (N/SOME/0014) states the maximum number of home is 135 not 140. 

e Concerned that the new homes being built in Somerton are mostly large expensive homes that young people born and raised 
ion Somerton cannot afford to buy. 


Alternative options are suggested as preferable for development 

ə Cartway lane (N/SOME/0005): 59 homes already granted in middle field - site is bounded by modern roads and easy access to 
town centre and employment uses. Only the northern end of Cartway Lane would need to be widened. Whilst on the 
western side of Somerton it is far less isolated that the St Cleers Orchard site. Closer to bus services and new school site. No 
flooding or concerns regarding Radon. No Archaeology. 

e Open field east of The Millands (N/SOME/0002): site is within 200-300m of the town centre. Would ‘even up’ urban spread of 
the town. East access to the proposed Markham Street green field space in the town centre. Large flat site nominally within 
the Conservation Area. No flooding or great archaeological concerns. Easily accessible via Belvedere Grange. Car and van use 
can be accommodated by a) existing Kirkham St into Market Square using appropriately sized and positioned traffic lights and 
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traffic calming humps if necessary or via Parsonage Hill as currently is the case. A new access road for the site could in easily 
built to join a one-way Acre Lane up to the existing two-way-traffic wide New Street at Cockspurs and into town. Proposal 
can be designed in accordance with Somerton Community Plan. 

e Considered that SOME 1, 2 and 4 were better options. 

e Suggested that other housing opportunities exist by re-developing the Police Station site and moving the Police Station to the 
land adjacent the Fire Station. 


Highways 
e SCC Transport Policy state that SM1 should provide improved north/south pedestrian and cycling links to improve access to 


the main road and new primary school site. 

All residents will have to drive to the town centre and new school when built. The walk to school would be nearly 1.5 miles 
and follow a tortuous and potentially dangerous route. 

The resultant increase in vehicular traffic would be contrary to SSDC’s Climate Change Emergency. 

It is considered that development will involve upgrading around half a mile stretch of Ricksey Lane to modern standards 
which would involve hedgerow removal. This would involve significant expense to the developer. 

Concern regarding safety issues associated with more traffic. 

Household with two cars suggests between 500 — 1,000 more cars on the roads. 

Owing to dearth of open amenity spaces within the town, residents resort to the use of perimeter country lanes for walking 
and riding. Ricksey Lane provides a quiet rural resource which is mush valued by dog walkers and cyclists. The widening and 
loss of hedgerows will destroy such a resource. 

The bordering railway siding is in frequent use by railway maintenance teams with noisy machinery and floodlights at all 
hours causing disruption to local residents. 

Traffic on the B3153 has increased significantly over the last two years. The new school is planned on the north side of town- 
given it’s distance from the proposed site journeys are likely to be taken by car thus increasing traffic, congestion and 
pollution. 

Recent developments make insufficient provision for cars leading to on street parking making it difficult for larger vehicles to 
access. 

e Any access through St Cleers Orchard or Sevenacres would cause severe traffic flow problems. 

There is a single lane railway bridge to the south of the proposed site, which will be used by residents heading towards Yeovil 
and B3165. Bridge may weaken over time. 

The increased traffic in the town centre likely as a result of this development will have a detrimental impact on the 
tourist/historic nature of the town. Currently West Street is almost a gridlock with vehicle held up between the Post Office 
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and Pesters Lane. Cars are unable to enter of exit car parks — noise and mayhem is not pleasant especially on Saturday 
mornings. 

e Developing to the west causes the town to become more unbalanced — shops and amenities will be over a mile away. More 
traffic in the town centre. 


Flooding 

e The site is prone to flooding on the southern part adjacent to the railway line. Development will exacerbate the flooding, 
negative impact on Ricksey Lane and surrounding fields. 

e Surface water drainage is a matter of concern — problems have been encountered on the David Wilson Homes site. Run off 
inclines 1 in 30 towards the railway line — currently no pipes, drains or retention ponds. Pumping surface water into 
Millstream would be a mistake as it will make Millstream flood Farm Drive more often than not. Instead recommends that 
the SWD flows down to just short of the railway, be piped Eastwards under the railway bridge and be directed/pumped 
under the railway culvert. 

e Concern regarding capacity to deal with sewage. 


Infrastructure 

e Concerned that current infrastructure cannot cope. Difficult to get an appointment at Buttercross Health Centre which has 
four GPs and four nurse practitioners for an estimated population of nearly 7,000 (Somerton and Ilchester combined 
surgery). By way of comparison Langport Surgery has six Drs and seven nurse practitioners for a population of around 3,000. 
Boots in Somerton has large queues and appears to be struggling to cope with demand for prescriptions. Generation of 
children is generally accepted to be 0.3 per dwelling suggesting that schools should expect 170 more children form 574 
houses putting more strain on the new school when it opens in 2020. 

e Considered that there is no need for additional play areas in the town, they create more expense for the Council through 
maintenance costs. 


Other 

e Proposal is contrary to the Somerton Community Plan 2018-2023. 

e Itis noted that the English Heritage Archaeological Survey 2003 for Somerton states the northern half of the site contains 
evidence of early medieval homesteads and even a Saxon manor house. A view confirmed by the archaeological survey 
report carried out 2 years ago by P Cox Archaeology and therefore would rate it as a Site of High Archaeological Probability. 

e Concern raised regarding the impact of the development on a wide range of wildlife including badgers, deer, foxes, rabbits, 
bird life including barn owls and pipistrelle bats. 
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Stated that the whole site is subject to Radon precaution methods — this will have cost implications likely to be used as an 
argument to reduce the number of affordable homes to be delivered. 
Considered that the Conservation Area cannot stymie development. Examples — Wessex Homes building, domestic property 
behind the Old Court House. Approval of Russet Road estate shows that narrow twisting roads are acceptable to serve new 
development. 
State that the land had a 99 year clause for no development — what happened to that? 
Development will lead to loss of privacy and far reaching views. Site is approx. 2.5 feet higher that adjoining gardens in St 
Cleers Orchard. Restriction of sunlight into the gardens of existing properties due to levels and loss of the country lane. 
Design will be important and three storey dwellings should be avoided. 

Policy SM2 — No comments. 

Employment 

Growth at 

Bancombe Road, 

Somerton 

Policy SM3 — No comments. 

Employment 

Growth North of 

Edgar Hall, 

Somerton 

Paras 7.190 to 7.190 — paragraph refers to open space and sports. No mention of doctors surgery appointments, hospital waiting times, 

7.192 parking in town, through traffic management, improvements are required to downstream sewer network, foul water/supply 
networks etc. New school capacity will be inadequate as will capacity at Huish Academy. Concerned re: additional 
doctors/schools/dentist as presently Drs are not coping Buttercross Health Centre is over whelmed with patients. The 
approved development equates to a more than 25% increase in the 2,300 + homes 
7.191 - the school was not planned to allow further housing development but was to address the current increase in housing. 
7.191 — SCC Education - the school now has planning permission granted subject to conditions under application no. 
SCC/3640/2019 which went to Regulation committee on 18 June 2019. Para needs updating as per 7.181. 
7.192 — Flood risk in Ricksey lane will be exacerbated if further development is permitted. 
Concerned regarding the capacity to deal with flooding, drainage and sewage on SM1 recent developments in Somerton have 
had problems. 
Do not need more play areas in the town. Creating more expense for local Council for upkeep. 
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e Existing approved housing is excessive in relation to available infrastructure. Pressure on services and roads is clear to see. 
The excessive development of Northfield has caused the loss of a distinct route to the industrial site and Edgar Hall, and 
caused conspicuous difficulties for all users. 





Section 8. Rural Centres - Bruton 
Para 8.10 Object to the proposal to put 190 additional homes in Bruton. 
e Concerned that there is insufficient infrastructure in and around Bruton to support this level of growth: 
190 homes = 380 extra cars — how will the roads cope, parking is already difficult? The pavements are non-existent. 
Sewage issues at times of heavy rain. 
Concern regarding the impact of development on GP provision and education. The doctors surgery cannot cope with 
current demand. 
Plenty of play/green areas are vital - allotments and community garden required. 
Parking is a serious problem — nowhere for residents or visitors to park within easy walking distance of the town centre. 
The pavement proposed by the developers of the southern Brewham Road site, between Darkey Land and Quaperlake Street 
is believed to be highly dangerous, particularly when a large lorry comes south down Brewham Road. 
Concerned that Brewham Road is very narrow with a dangerous corner out of Bruton. 
Considered that Local Plan Review consultation material did not include the Acorn proposal to build 60 houses on the south 
side of Brewham Road. It is not clear if the 76 dwellings already committed include the Cubis development on Frome Road, 
nor is it clear whether to 60 homes proposed on the south side of Breewham Roads have been factored into any calculations. 
Clarity is required. 
Concern expressed at the 29% allocation of affordable housing, not social housing. 
Noted that there seems to be little co-operation or collaboration between the two developers of the Brewham Road sites 
regarding the impact on Bruton. 
Considered that the country and the region are both in dire need for more homes. In South Somerset, and Bruton in 
particular, we have the space, we must do what we can. These homes, and subsequent influx of people will benefit the 
various local areas economically with local businesses enjoying greater footfall such as pubs, shops and cafes. Alongside is 
the schools desire for more pupils to help them garner increased funding. Also beneficial for local amenities such as Bruton 
Utd football - looking for more young players. 
Important to have low cost supported housing. 
Development should be low emission/ 0 emissions with rainwater collection for loo's/ washing etc. Solar panels. Paths, cycle 
tracks to bring people into town. Brewham Road - Trees planted around estate, electric points for e-cars accessible, make 
sure each house sufficient car parking for their cars. 
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e Suggested that the primary school should be moved to the area opposite Sexeys School. This would free up the primary 
school for a possible new medical centre plus a much needed car park with pedestrian access via Warren Close to the high 


school. 





Policy BT1 — Support BT1 for the following reasons: 

Housing Provision |e Theis scope for proper road access. 

at Brewham Road, |e Pedestrians can use existing footpaths. 

Bruton e  Itis undeniable that the country, region and district need more homes — especially social housing. There is a national target 
of 300,000 homes a year and there is the space and capacity to help deliver these. 

e Planned developments such as Acorn, offer a number of benefits for Bruton both economic and social. The district and town 
council will benefit from heightened Council Tax revenue, New Homes Bonus and CIL and S.106 contributions. 

e The local economy, including shops, pubs and restaurants will enjoy increased footfall. All these are key local employers. The 
construction process will be of direct and indirect economic benefit to the local area. The substantial local economic benefits 
cannot be ignored. 

e Local amenities will benefit from increased participation, e.g. Bruton United Football Club. The school will benefit from 
increased pupil numbers. 

e The proposals will include a mix of housing including 35% affordable housing and include car charging points. 

e Considered that the site represents sustainable development to meet the housing shortage. Outline planning application is 
being prepared. Pre-application meetings have taken place with the District and Town Councils. It is considered that the site 
is suitable and deliverable for approximately 60 units and that through technical landscape assessment, that there is 
adequate landscape capacity for development towards the southern portion of the promotion site. 

e The inclusion of the allocations at Bruton supports its position in the spatial strategy moving forward. On-going inclusion of 
the site as an allocation for residential development is vital, demonstrating a positively made and plan-led approach. 
Important that the site remains an allocation and contributes towards the housing supply. 

e Site is suitable location in terms of emerging Policy context, landscape and visual impact, drainage and flood risk, highways 
access, ecology, Arboricultural Assessment, heritage impacts. 

e The preferred options draft identifies the allocation of the site for residential development, utilising the adjacent existing 
access from Brue Avenue. Although technically highway access may be achievable from Brewham Road to the south, it is not 
necessary and the required pedestrian linkages would unlikely to be required within the extent of adopted highway land. As 
such, continued reference to the possibility of accessing from Brewham Road is not necessary. 

e Developer confirms that one of the groups of trees on the eastern boundary have been identified as being significant enough 
to be retained. 
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e  |tis argued that the figure of 60 dwellings should be applied flexibly and that the quantum of growth should be tested 
through the planning application process. The area for BT1 shown on the Bruton map should include the whole site so that 
comprehensive development is shown. A scheme has been designed taking account of the council’s Peripheral Landscape 
Study. 


Object to BT1 for the following reasons: 

Housing 

e Too high density as per Cubis development. 

e The site is large enough for over 100 houses and developers would be likely to try to achieve this, which would be over 
development. 

e Bruton has taken its fair share of development is recent years. 15% growth for all Rural Centres should be reduced in 
Bruton’s case. 

e Proposal will take the number of homes over the Local Plan target. 

e The development should deliver the required percentage of affordable housing otherwise the housing crisis will continue. 

e This number of new houses in Bruton (152 up to 2036) will destroy the very essence of why Bruton is such an attractive place 
to live. 

e Inthe town survey BT1 was the least popular site. Land at Cole Road was preferred. Bruton Town Plan Survey was mostly 
opposed to development — SSDC should take account of this. The BT1 site is listed as fourth choice behind Frome 
Road/Country Fields, Cole Road and south of Brewham Road The Local Plan is being swayed by developers. 

e Question where is the demand for the housing? Only three homes at Cubis have been sold to date. The impact on local 
infrastructure has not yet been assessed and yet more homes are planned. 


Highways 

e Access to this site either from the Brewham Road or Brue Avenue is unacceptable. The roads are two narrow/not built for 
that level of traffic on Brue Avenue and totally impractical on the Brewham road due to dangerous traffic flows. 

e The infrastructure of Bruton is already under strain (parking/doctors surgery etc) and this level of housing will only 
exacerbate the problem. 

e Before BT1 is developed it would be wise to monitor the impact of the Cubis development on Frome Road. 

e This number of houses will greatly increase the number of cars in and around Bruton, adding to pollution/environmental 
problems. 

e — Traffic will have to navigate Quaperlake Street which is difficult at the best of times. 

e All the new buildings seem to be in the north of Bruton. 


124 


South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





e There are not enough job prospects for all the new homes that are planned. There will be commuting which will put strain 
on the towns infrastructure and produce more exhaust fumes. Not environmentally friendly. 

e Brue Close, Brue Avenue and Eastfield would be unable to cope with additional traffic generated. 

e — An increase in traffic and pedestrians will lead to an increase risk of accident, especially as children walk to school. 

e Access via Brewham Road would be treacherous and increase traffic along this narrow country road. 

e Access via Cuckoo Hill would mean additional traffic through narrow convoluted roads. 

e Vehicular access to the proposed site is profoundly impractical. Current parking in Eastfield means the main route to Frome 
or Bath from this development via Eastfield is already very narrow. The outline plan assumes 60 houses, i.e. 90 cars based on 
current planning assumptions. This is not practical even if double yellow lines were put outside the homes of the current 
residents. The alternative exit via Brue Avenue/Brewham Rd is equally impractical.as you will see on inspection. 

e The access roads around Brue Close/Avenue and Wyvern Close are not sufficient to withstand this increase in traffic. It puts a 
lot of pressure on the unclassified Breewham Road and the very narrow Quaperlake Street. Large vehicles regularly mount the 
pavements along Quaperlake Street and Coombe Street making the school run hazardous. This will push more people into 
their cars. 

e Brewham Road and Brue Close/Avenue estate are inadequate for the construction traffic 

e Department for Transport guidelines for an ‘A’ road with two-way traffic suggest a width of 24 feet. In places Quaperlake 
Street is 15 feet. The library junction is frequently clogged. Local people are already being injured by passing cars. Heavy 
vehicles already disregard the weight restriction. 

e Cole Road should be taken forward when it would be infill and lie within the existing built area where lighting, roads and 
facilities are already in place. The pressure on the roads on the eastern side of town and on Quaperlake Street would be less 
if this option were to be pursued. This option is more acceptable in the light of the Climate Emergency. 

e Proposed paving improvement at Darkey Lane from the development south of Brewham Road — nothing more has been 
heard of this. Brewham Road pavement provision is pie in the sky 


Flooding 

e There is a flooding/water logging problem on this field, which this development will only make worse. Site is within flood 
zone 2. The water source in the North East corner becomes more prominent after heavy rain. After the flooding of homes 
nearby in 2011, following errors in the construction of the Cuckoo Hill Development, SSDC committed to additional flood 
prevention measures at the Public Meeting. The most visible work, on the main road was completed. The drainage ditch 
running the length of the Cuckoo Hill Development is yet to be completed. This will run into the field where the new 
development is proposed. Run off into the River Brue will jeopardise the town’s flood defence scheme. A catch-all statement 
about ensuring water run-of is managed will not be adequate in this instance. 
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e The majority of development in Bruton in the last 25 years has taken place in this part of the town. The field where 
development is proposed is now the only area within reach of the extensive development in this part of Bruton where the 
Air Ambulance is able to land. It has used this field at least 4 times in recent years. Please exercise the same duty of care for 
those living in this part of the town as applied to the areas of the town within reach of other landing sites. Separately, the 
Sheltered Housing in Eastfield and Brue Avenue could not be reached by an Air Ambulance crew if this field is developed. 
SSDC has a duty of care to ensure the safety of the towns inhabitants and the LPR does not do that. 

e There was concrete drainage work installed under this field in the early 1990s.This was described at the time as important to 
manage the water run-off from the Priory Mead development. The Committee should consider the impact on existing 
housing of disruption to the infrastructure that already exists under this field. A previous development caused flooding to 
homes nearby in 2011. The promised additional drainage work was never completed. Would like reassurance regarding the 
risk to existing homes resulting from any proposed development. 


Infrastructure 

e Concern raised regarding the ability of the GP surgery and primary school to cope with the additional growth. 
e Once cubis is built there will be 3 play parks within less than a quarter of a mile. 4 would be overkill. 

e Facilities in Bruton are too limited — secondary pupils have to be bussed, no banks, no leisure centres. 

e Limited public transport in Bruton. Limited trains, even at ‘rush-hour’. 

e There have been instances of burst pipes. 


Other 

e Proposal encroaches greenbelt land. The existing edge of Brue Close and Brue Avenue forms a natural town boundary. 

e Bruton should be considering infill sites before considering greenfield development. 

e = This is not in line with the ‘Climate Emergency’. Field used for farming to be developed. 

e Without jobs any new development will encourage the use of private cars to commute to work or even to get to the town 
centre. 

e There is general distrust of the development industry. BT1 indicative masterplan demonstrates that the intention is the 
develop the whole area. 

e There is a lack of transparency - pre-application discussion addresses issues prior to the application being submitted and the 
public having a say. The public are left with the consequences of planning applications being permitted to meet targets 
rather than the needs of the town. 

e Concern raised about the potential loss of meadow land, woodland and grazing which will have an impact on birdlife, plant 
and mammals. 
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a, e Unhappy with the presentation on 15" August. Representative seemed to have little idea about Bruton issues. 


Policy BT2 — e Allocation of this site for residential development is questioned as it is considered that it nullifies planning permission 
Housing Provision 15/03363/OUT for a GP Surgery and the potential for it to be used for such purposes in the future. It should be confirmed 
at Frome Road, whether or not there is still a requirement for a new GP surgery in Bruton. 
Bruton 
Para 8.18 Considered that the LPR: 
Omits to include any studies regarding the ability of existing road networks to cope with growth. 
Omits to include any studies regarding the ability of existing sewage and surface water infrastructure to cope with growth. 
Fails to mention traffic as an environmental concern as well as contributing to pressure on safety and infrastructure. 


Noted that Bruton has a limited bus service 

Considered that the potential for flooding in residential areas needs to be properly addressed. 

Understood that Bruton Town Council’s objective No.1 was to have all future development located west of Frome Road and 
that the over development of the eastern side of town should be avoided — what has happened to this?. 

Considered that the numbers of houses and former shops having become locations for Airbnb dilutes the notion of Bruton 
High Street as ‘vibrant’. 


Section 8. Rural Centres - Ilchester 


Paras 8.26 — 8.28 Supportive of the transition to more locally directed sustainable growth by communities themselves, but they can only do 
this is if funds are made available to them from for example S.106 payments. 
Noted that Ilchester has a relatively large population but few shops. Suggest turning the town square into a proper market 
town square, hosting a regular weekend market and opening cafes and shops that face onto the square. The small car park 
would have to be moved — could enlarge the main car park and replace with traditional flat stone floor, suitable for outside 
tables and chairs and market stalls. A small bandstand could be incorporated. This would be likely boost the local economy 
and provide a meeting place for local people. Currently the garage is the most social place the community has. 
The proposed level of growth in housing and employment is considered to be too large for the current village. 
Infrastructure is considered to be inefficient and out of date: Dr’s surgery, school, post office now in the shop/garage. 
The increase in traffic on an already busy road is a concern. 

Policy IL1 - Housing | Support: 

and Employment e States that the developer is currently involved in the delivery of 150 houses approved on the northern edge of Ilchester, and 

provision North of is working to promote and deliver further development in this area of the town. The proposed scale and distribution of 
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Troubridge Park, housing and employment land across the district is supported, together with the general location of the proposed land 

IIchester allocation on the northern edge of Ilchester for 200 additional dwellings and 1 hectare of land for employment. The status of 
IIchester as a Rural Centre and its strategic importance of a centre adjoining the A303 trunk road and RNAS Yeovilton is also 
supported. 


e Suggested that the proposed scale of development in the Preferred Options on the site will not enable the delivery of all the 
desired highway infrastructure improvements. Plans have been submitted for two options on the site, and an indicative 
wider master plan for the adjoining land. The concerns of the Parish Council are acknowledged with regard to the 
connections with existing built environment and the balance in facilities, businesses and retailing between the historic core 
and the northern area of the settlement. 

e tis considered that a new access from the B3151 can be achieved with new road connections to the approved development 
to the south. The proposed Option 2 is the developer’s preferred approach as it enables the extension of open space to the 
south and allows for the extensive structural planting to take place beyond the allocation. 

e Omission Site: It is acknowledged that the Issues & Options consultation on the local plan proposed sites on both sides of the 
Old Fosse Way and in the event that all this land is progressively allocated in the future, the IL1 site will enable the 
construction of a distributor road and allow for the provision of various community requirements such as achieving transport 
related improvements, and community facilities (open space, scout hut etc). Proposes that the site and surrounding land is 
the only readily developable and deliverable land adjoining the town and benefits from an active and committed 
development partner. It is proposed that the site allocation is amended so it can be aligned to a longer term master plan for 
the entire area and provide longer term opportunities and community benefits. 

o Suggested that the Option 2 Plan is used as the basis for an amended site boundary with a rearranged housing and 
employment allocations with access off the B3151, with the same proportions of land as proposed in the Preferred 
Options document. The employment land is proposed to be sited adjacent to the A303 and the distributor road and 
provides a buffer between residential development and the trunk road. The distributor road will connect to the new 
development to the south at various points, with a longer term opportunity to connect with the Old Fosse Way. The 
proposed amendments to the site allocation boundary are considered to be compatible with possible future land 
allocations to the west and east of the Old Fosse Way as illustrated on the master plan. It is acknowledged that as 
development edges eastwards, there will be a need to convert / redevelop the existing farm buildings that could include 
an element of community or other uses. It is confirmed that these farm buildings could be made available for 
development at a much earlier stage in the implementation of the plan. Furthermore, it is also suggested that the 
opportunity to provide structural landscaping to the north east to the likely finite boundary of developable land, and this 
could be implemented at the earliest stage of the development process. 

o Suggests that the supporting text to the policy should state that the remaining land west of the Old Fosse Way and to the 
east, should be identified for later phases of development, to ensure a comprehensive approach to the growth of 
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IIchester and ensuring that all community infrastructure and facilities can be delivered in a planned way. Notes that 
progress with the existing development permitted on the north side of Ilchester is continuing with a start on site 
expected as soon as the reserved matters application is approved. It is considered that likely build out rates, will mean 
the developer will be able to continue with additional development as soon as the LPR is adopted. Option 2 is considered 
to offer the optimum solution in providing east-west connectivity with much needed highway connections for new and 
existing residents, with longer term benefits to address the needs and aspirations of the community. The area to the 
north of Ilchester is free of any overriding development constraints and is in single landownership with an existing 
partnership agreement with a national housing developer. 
e States that if there are any concerns about the deliverability of other market town and rural centre sites, there is the 
opportunity of increasing the scale of development proposed to the north of Ilchester, and this would be commensurate with 
the strategic importance of Ilchester, and bring forward community benefits at an earlier stage. 


Section 8. Rural Centres - Martock and Bower Hinton 
Spatial Portrait e Would like Martock referred to as a village or Rural Centre rather than a town. 

e Noted that this section includes as significant statistic on the net out-commuting (80%). Appreciate the fact that the source a 
justification for this figure has been shared with the Parish Council. Suggest that all such justifications, including source data 
on which they are based should be included in the document or perhaps in a technical appendix. 

e Suggested that the Martock population should be checked/confirmed. 

Paras 3.6, 3.7 and The Parish Council does not support the designation of large building sites as ‘strategic’. Note that the Parish is in the 

8.4 penultimate phase of producing a Neighbourhood Plan and cannot support this because: 
It undermines the philosophy of NPPF para 21 and Neighbourhood Planning guidance in the PPG. This is a matter to be 
determined by the Neighbourhood Plan. 
MB1 (see below). 
The implication that MB1 and MB2 would be developed as a whole unit. This would put unacceptable strain on village 
service, particularly medical. 
Large greenfield developments can only make the village even more economically unsustainable. Wish to prioritise 
development that will increase local employment. 
It does not support the principle of giving priority to Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land. There are four 
brownfield sites with the potential for some 60 homes — their delivery will be undermined by developing more lucrative 
greenfield sites. 
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Para 8.38 Suggested that the source of the 80% out-commuting figure should be identified. Would like to see the potential expansion 
of the new Stoke Road employment site and of the Sparrows Works site at Bower Hinton specifically mentioned in the last 


sentence of this paragraph. 


Para 8.36 — 8.38 Omission site: the proposed allocations at Martock account for 220 dwellings in excess of the 210 requirement, this should 
not preclude other suitable sites being allocated. Advocate the allocation of land at Ringwell Hill, Bower Hinton for residential 
development to provide 25 homes. Pre-application discussions took place in 2017 and anticipated that a planning application 
will be made soon. Committed to deliver the site which should be allocated. Site considered to be more favourable to other 
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options which are outside of the existing settlement boundary. 

The importance of health facilities and shops as priorities for the local community reflect the fact that historic growth in the 
population has already exceeded the capacity of the local medical practice, village infrastructure and transport provisions. 
The Parish Council note that the Neighbourhood Plan advocates priority for development within the built-up area boundary. 
They would like to see this in the Local Plan. Would like to see brownfield development specifically mentioned and 
prioritised. Four brownfield sites (two on the Register): Bridge Garage and Burfield Gloves have planning permission but 
there is little progress. Land behind the Rose and Crown and Old Sparrow Works have long been mentioned but have not 
attracted developers. Brownfield register should be bought up to date. Developers have little incentive to develop brownfield 
sites. 

A further 210 dwellings is considered to be unsustainable for the village given current medical practice, road traffic and 
relative lack of employment. Policy SS1 refers to meeting “local need” there is no significant housing need in Martock. 


Para 8.44 Considered that Development at the western edge of Martock would exacerbate existing problems with the traffic and 
congestion through Martock and Ash. All the identified developments would need to exit (via Coat Road) to North Street 
which already suffers from congestion due to the level of traffic (including through traffic) with numerous pinch points due to 


Para 8.41 


extensive street parking. 
Policy MB1 — Supports MB1 and proposes additional land -Omission Site — HELAA site N/MART /0033 for the following reasons: 
Housing Provision Whole area extends 22.82 acres and has road frontage access off Coat Road. Identified as agricultural land classification 3a. 
North of Coat Residential development adjoins the site to the east, Coat Road adjoins the site to the south and the former railway to the 
Road, Martock north. To the west of the site is open countryside. 





The site is relatively unconstrained and is not subject to any heritage, environmental or landscape designations. The whole 
site is located within Flood Zone 1. 

The site is identified as falling within a Nitrate Vulnerable Zone but otherwise has no statutory land-based designation (e.g. 
AONB, SSSI, SAC etc.). 
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e Martock is one of the most sustainable villages in the district benefiting form a range of shops and services, a primary school, 
a recreation ground, health services and access to Yeovil and Taunton by public transport. 

e Anticipate that access will be via a new junction with Coat Road along the southern boundary. 

e Site is located within convenient walking or cycling distance of the \various services, facilities, employment opportunities and 
public transport links such that genuine sustainable transport options will be available for future residents. 

e The land is within Flood Zone 1 with low probability of flooding. Landowners are not aware of any issues relating to surface 
water drainage. 

e Understood that all mains services are available in the vicinity for potential connection. No indication of any contaminative 
activities. 

e Allocation of the additional land will result in an uplift of dwelling numbers and allow for lower density development more 
suited to an edge of village location. A buffer would be included along the western boundary of the site to ensure the 
separation between Martock and Coat is maintained. 

e Inclusion of the additional land is justified and would ensure the local plan is effective and positively prepared. 

e Not considered to be any unusual costs associated with bringing the site forward. It is ready and available for development. 
Site is available for development now and is considered to be achievable with the prospect of development commencing on 
site within five years if approved. The site is deliverable and developable. 

e Consider that 55 dwellings should be a minimum target on the site to ensure it is positively prepared in accordance with 
paragraph 35 of the NPPF. 

e Allocation supported. Land in respondents control to the west of the allocation can be utilised as a landscape buffer with 
healthy provision of high quality open and play space. As above seeking to allocate wider area. 


Object to Policy MB1 for the following reasons: 

e MB1is one of only two fields separating the built-up areas of Coat and Martock. Building here would erode the physical 
distinction and rural landscape between the two. 

e English Heritage South West comment - Encroachment of Martock on the picturesque CA of Coat. Report identifies 
separation from long garden and substantial field provide sufficient buffer — require appropriate assessment. 

e SCC Transport Policy comment that the site should be encouraged to create improved links onto the existing PROW network. 

e Natural England raise concerns as they consider the allocation at Martock would potentially lead to the loss of the finite 
amount of available functionally linked land to Somerset Levels and Moors SPA and Ramsar site. The HRA states that the 
functionally linked habitats in question (i.e. agricultural land) are common, widespread and easily recreated, or managed ina 
more favourable manner and the HRA proposes that the assessment of whether the site and neighbouring land constitute a 
significant area of supporting habitat should be postponed to the planning application stage. However, in line with the 
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provided quote from Advocate-General Kokott ‘adverse effects on areas of conservation must be assessed at every relevant 
stage of the procedure to the extent possible on the basis of the precision of the plan.’ They maintain that as the site is 
known and an (in combination) assessment of the current function of the land as supportive habitat for the SPA can now be 
made, that this level of assessment is required at the plan level. They therefore strongly advise that this assessment is 


undertaken to inform the appropriate Assessment at the Regulation 19 stage, together with an assessment of whether and 
how suitable mitigation could be delivered in case the development would lead to the loss of functionally linked land. This 
would satisfy the requirements of the Habitats Regulations and demonstrate the deliverability of the allocations. 





Para 8.44 Considered that development at the western edge of Martock would exacerbate existing problems with the traffic 
congestion through Martock and Ash. All development would have to exit onto North St (Via Coat Road) which already 
suffers from congestion due to numerous pinch points and on street parking. 

Policy MB2 — Support the allocation accompanied by play space and public open space. Number of dwellings should be increased from 95 

Housing Provision to 120. Following comment made in support: 

South of Coat o Planning application submitted in December 2018 for erection of 120 homes and associated infrastructure 

Road, Martock (19/00064/FUL). The proposed number of dwellings is supported the Case Officer. An additional 25 homes would 

provide community benefits in including a great number of market and affordable homes which would contribute to 

housing need in South Somerset. 

The Case Officer recommended the application for approval as no technical reasons for refusal - it was subsequently 

refused at Area North and Regulation Committees. Does not follow that allocation needs to be restricted to 95 dwellings. 

Para 122 of the NPPF states that “planning policies and decisions should support development that makes efficient use 

of land”. 

The site has been recognised in the HELAA and Five-year Housing Land Supply Paper, 2018. 

Developer committed to commencing in year 1 should planning permission be granted, this was included as a planning 

condition. 
Natural England raise concerns as they consider the allocation at Martock would potentially lead to the loss of the finite 
amount of available functionally linked land to Somerset Levels and Moors SPA and Ramsar site. The HRA states that the 
functionally linked habitats in question (i.e. agricultural land) are common, widespread and easily recreated, or managed ina 
more favourable manner and the HRA proposes that the assessment of whether the site and neighbouring land constitute a 
significant area of supporting habitat should be postponed to the planning application stage. However, in line with the 
provided quote from Advocate-General Kokott ‘adverse effects on areas of conservation must be assessed at every relevant 
stage of the procedure to the extent possible on the basis of the precision of the plan.’ They maintain that as the site is 
known and an (in combination) assessment of the current function of the land as supportive habitat for the SPA can now be 
made, that this level of assessment is required at the plan level. They therefore strongly advise that this assessment is 
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undertaken to inform the appropriate Assessment at the Regulation 19 stage, together with an assessment of whether and 
how suitable mitigation could be delivered in case the development would lead to the loss of functionally linked land. This 
would satisfy the requirements of the Habitats Regulations and demonstrate the deliverability of the allocations. 

SCC Education note that application 19/00064/FUL has been refused & gone to appeal. Minimal Education contributions 
requested to ensure classroom space brought back into use on Primary site is acceptable. 

Note that an application for the development of 120 houses on this site was refused by the SSDC Regulations Committee in 
July 2019 - the reasons for the refusal (impact on already overstretched GPs, impact on traffic through Martock and Ash, 
adequacy of parking and concerns over drainage) also apply to the sites identified at para 8.44 and 8.46. 

SCC Transport Policy comment that development site should be encouraged to create improved links onto the existing PROW 
network. 


Policy MB3 — Natural England raise concerns as they consider the allocation at Martock would potentially lead to the loss of the finite 
Housing Provision amount of available functionally linked land to Somerset Levels and Moors SPA and Ramsar site. The HRA states that the 
South of Hills Lane, functionally linked habitats in question (i.e. agricultural land) are common, widespread and easily recreated, or managed ina 
Martock more favourable manner and the HRA proposes that the assessment of whether the site and neighbouring land constitute a 
significant area of supporting habitat should be postponed to the planning application stage. However, in line with the 
provided quote from Advocate-General Kokott ‘adverse effects on areas of conservation must be assessed at every relevant 
stage of the procedure to the extent possible on the basis of the precision of the plan.’ They maintain that as the site is 
known and an (in combination) assessment of the current function of the land as supportive habitat for the SPA can now be 
made, that this level of assessment is required at the plan level. They therefore strongly advise that this assessment is 
undertaken to inform the appropriate Assessment at the Regulation 19 stage, together with an assessment of whether and 
how suitable mitigation could be delivered in case the development would lead to the loss of functionally linked land. This 
would satisfy the requirements of the Habitats Regulations and demonstrate the deliverability of the allocations. 
Noted that the identified site is crossed by part of a public footpath. The site could only be accessed by and is therefore 
dependent on MB2 which has been refused planning permission. There are significant drainage issues affecting the region of 
Hills Lane 


Para 5.66 and 8.47 Martock Parish Council support the employment land allocation. Concerned that the net daily out-commute of around 80% 
makes Martock increasingly economically unsustainable. Favour extensions to employment sites such as Stoke Road and 
Bower Hinton where access to the A303 is best. 
Noted, with support, that planning permission has been granted for a considerable expansion of the capacity of the Sparrows 
site north of the B3165 in Bower Hinton. This, however, is financially contingent upon a residential development proposal for 
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ee the historic brownfield site south of the road. Brownfield development within the built-up area boundary is strongly 
supported by the Neighbourhood Plan particularly when it meets a demonstrable local need. 
Considered that priority must be given to increasing the quantity and quality of jobs within the parish before further 
increasing the population. 

Para 8.48 Parish Council considers this paragraph to be inaccurate, because of the historic evolution of the Martock from three villages; 
there has never been a ‘defined town centre’. Retails outlets have traditionally been part of the whole ribbon. Most 
comparison units are at the outer edge and the convenience offer is in the centre. The village is well served with comparison 
stores; a substantial regional craft centre, hardware, household appliances, a pet store, a picture gallery and others. They are 
not, however, in what is now seen as the village centre but are all within official walking distance (10minutes) of it. 
Technically, our two larger general food stores fall under the definition of convenience store rather than supermarket 
(variety and choice of stock, width of aisles, parking places, opening hours). This distinction has a planning significance and 
we would like the reference corrected. 

Para 8.50 — 8.52 Paragraph 8.50 is welcomed but is incomplete and in some respects misleading suggest the following as a substitute: 

“The River Parrett forms the west side of the Parish and there are a number of locations where flooding occurs throughout 
the whole of the settlement. Flooding is exacerbated by small, culverted watercourses which are undersized or prone to 
blockage, many being below capacity, and unable to cope with modern rainfall events. In recent times properties have 
flooded on East Street, following blockages on the Foldhill Lane drainage, which has now been improved. The Flood 
Alleviation Scheme designed in the 1970s, which deliberately directs floodwater on to the main route to and from the A303 
and the village, also includes a 300m flood embankment, flow restrictions and a canalised channel. If development is 
proposed on the eastern side of the village, additional flood defences should be funded by developers. All the water flow and 
rainfall catchment data for the Parish is estimated, and is used to produce Flood Risk Assessments (FRA) for development on 
land susceptible to flooding. The same estimated data have been used for a local Hydrology Study, where some of the 
conclusions do not reflect what occurs in practice when floods occur. For this reason only actual accurate data should be 
used for an FRA, so that reliable conclusions can be reached for the safety of the community. 
The importance of the wider context is missing. The catchment area around the village is part of a wider Somerset Rivers 
Authority (SRA) programme to manage flooding not only in Martock but also downstream. This has the following 
implications: 

Any flood risk assessment must take account of the wider picture 

Any development flood risk analysis should recognise the inaccuracies inherent in flood risk data which is estimated 

rather than measured. 

Any development flood risk analysis must take account of the observation that flooding in the village is caused not only 

by increase in upstream flows but also backing up of floodwater downstream on the west side of the village. 
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o Run-off from the clay soil in the village is highly variable and crucially dependent on the degree of saturation of the soil. 


e The Environment Agency comments that “flood defences may need to be raised in the future, depending on the location and 
floor levels of future development.” Any new development should be steered away from flood risk areas or development 
would need to be accompanied by flood risk mitigation taking into account climate change allowances. If this is strategic 
improvement to defences then your Authority should identify this infrastructure and how it may be funded. They note that 
MB2 and MB3 allocations partly affected by Flood Zones associated with minor tributary of Mill Brook. Therefore, 
consideration to flood risk and climate change will need to occur if brought forward for development. 

SCC Education state that there is an identified need for Early years (currently insufficient) & Primary in this area. The 
allocated & known housing applications will bring the Primary to capacity, so within the plan period we will be asking for 
contributions again to expand the facilities further 

Stated that facilities are acceptable but Symphony Healthcare has been unable to provide as much as 50% of the required 


GPs through recruitment or use of locums. This para should also be included under South Petherton as the two surgeries 
have merged — serves over 11,000 patients. 


Section 8. Rural Centres - Milborne Port 


Para 8.53 Considered that given the close proximity of Milborne Port to Sherborne and the fact that the West Dorset Local Plan makes 
provision for new homes in Sherborne (Barton Farm). The need for new homes is being met in a more sustainable location 
and as such Milborne Port should have a lower housing target. 

It is noted that the Plan acknowledges self-containment is an issue in Milborne Port. It is considered that this should not be 
under estimated. Given the limited employment opportunities and public transport more housing is likely to put increased 
pressure on the village and wider road network as people travel to work. 

Milborne Port Parish Council make the following points: 

e They note that an extension to the Milborne Port Conservation Area has been proposed and was in principle approved by 
SSDC in the spring of 2018. A minor technical point held up approval which was cleared in summer 2018, but final sign off 
has, at the time of responding not occurred. They would like to see this finalised as soon as possible. 

They strongly agree with the points made in para 8.55 of the Plan. They note that recent employment development has been 
positive, the Queens Head site is re-opening, the fish and chip shop is opening a restaurant; a new larger co-op is under 
construction and the old village school site being re-developed as a restaurant. These have in part being off-set by the 
relocation of Remous printing to Sherborne. By the end of 2019 Milborne Port will likely achieved its target of 0.1ha of net 
increase in employment land. The believe that the village should continue to vigorously pursue further appropriate 
commercially viable, self-contained employment development. Recommend that SSDC consider undertaking more detailed 


Para 8.55 
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study process consulting with local businesses, landowners, elected members and the Parish Council to determine whether 
there is a case for nominating further sites for Employment Land. 

e They consider that the land at the site of Remous Printing should continue to be designated Employment Land. This is 
consistent with para 8.62. Suggest that SSDC should do more work with the landowner to establish if there are constraints. 

e They anticipate that a sizeable amount of employment and business development in Milborne Port in the next 20 years will 
come from homebased work. Recommend that in any housing development in excess of 10 dwellings, at least 20 percent of 
these should be constructed with the functionality to be used in part as business. 

e Para 8.62 — They note that the Queen’s Head is now more in use. The Co-op at Coldharbour is likely to close once the new 
site at Gainsborough opens. The library has now closed, it is to be replaced by a temporary facility which will initially be 
parked in the East Street car park. It will move to the Community Hub once the first part of MIPO1 has been constructed. 
Envisaged that the Village Museum will use the Community Hub for specific exhibitions. 

Roads 

e Road infrastructure at Milborne Port is not good. Widely felt by residents that it is “unsafe”. Historic development pattern 
means it is scarcely fit for the 21* Century. Little scope to improve access points to the A30. 

e They suggest that there is a perception within the village that traffic levels have been increasing over recent years. The 
addition of housing or employment development in locations served by Gainsborough, or Goathill Lane, are likely to be less 
problematic than those served by North Street. In turn North Street is better than other smaller access points. 

e Particular concern is raised regarding the use of Rosemary Street, East Street/London Road to the A30, and the use of Lower 
Kingsbury to access Station Road out towards Charlton Horethorne. Believe that policy should state that future development 
should demonstrate a reasonable dependence for access into and out of Milborne Port Via the better roads such as 
Gainsborough, Goathill Lane and any such improvements required on the North/Street/ Station Road axis. 

e They consider there should be specific provision against multiple unit developments likely to be dependent upon Rosemary 
Street and Lower Kingsbury, and East Street/London Road. This may alternatively be achieved via a nominated hierarchy of 
access preferences. 

e They recommend that a formal Road Safety Audit be commissioned by SSDC and SCC on each of the junctions to the A30 
within in the village to the junction between Lower Kingsbury and Station Road to the various junctions off Wyke Lane, 
including in particular Manor Road and Court Lane. Purpose of the audit would be to determine which junctions are not 
satisfying the safety standards and likely impact of any particular application on increased traffic flow thorough the junction. 

e Recommended that SSDC/SCC should seek to improve the traffic flow around the centre of Milborne Port by assessing 
whether an improvement or enlargement to the existing one-way systems might help. 

e Recommended that SSDC/SCC carry out a formal assessment of the pavements so they can be improved and made safer. 

e Recommended that SSDC/SCC formally evaluate if the road widths in Milborne Port are adequate for the traffic utilising 
them, particularly larger vehicles e.g. agricultural machinery, emergency services, waste 
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Parking 
e They note that the layout of the Villages means road side parking is inevitable. 
e Due to commuting and home-based working Milborne Port has more traffic than average settlements. Believe it would 
therefore benefit from a stricter parking environment. Recommend: 
e Areview be undertaken to establish if a more comprehensive parking infrastructure should be introduced e.g. increased 
use of double yellow lines. 
e Raise the level of parking provision for new development to two-three vehicle per dwelling. Garage space should not be 
included when determining the number of parking spaces as it is rarely used for such purpose. 
e Any new development should not infringe upon existing habitual use roads for on street parking, or the developer 
should provide alternative parking space for those already enjoying habitual use. 

Utilities 

e Sewage — they refer to para 8.67 — agree that proper assessment is needed of the capacity to manage sewage with foul 
water. Would like to see a timescale and associated Policy. 

e Water pressure — they wish to see SSDC manage a formal assessment or water pressure at all points within the village (and 
at Milborne Wick and Goathill) involving Wessex Water and the fire service. Water pressures at each area should be 
published and an action plan to rectify matters put in place. 

e Internet connectivity — they note and approve of the point made in para 12.11e. Due to level of home working and reduction 
in services in the village, believe there should be a heavier focus on Milborne Port. Recommend that all new development of 
5 or more dwellings are required to provide fibre optic connectivity, this should be done in such a way as to allow access for 
other existing dwellings 

Flood Risk 

e They note the comment in para 5.4 and would link that with 8.67 regarding sewage issues. Raise concerns regarding new 
build in areas at risk and lower down the drainage topography. Recommend that any new development be required to 
demonstrate no deterioration to existing surface water run-off and to sewage infrastructure performance. 

e Suggest that it would be helpful to obtain a definitive assessment of the capacity of the drainage feature that runs north to 
south on the eastern side of the settlement between East Hill and the village itself and its capacity to cope with further 
development. 

Neighbourhood Plan 

e tis noted that an application has been made to designate and Neighbourhood Area for Milborne Port. 

Environmental Issues 

e tis stated that Milborne Port is a plastic free settlement. 
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e They note express approval of para 12.11 and Policy TA1. They would like to see point 12.11d be articulated via an 
aspirational commitment to the establishment of a safe cycle route, separate from the A30, between Milborne Port and 
Sherborne within the lifetime of the Plan. 

The School 

e They state that they have been advised that the village primary school has now reached capacity subject to the construction 
of the development at Gainsborough and Wheathill Lane and that there is no capacity to further expand on the existing site. 
They note para 8.66 but state that the situation at the school has now become critical. At the appeal for application 
17/03964/OUT (56 dwellings) the Inspector said that he did not consider the school issue as it was only identified after the 
public hearing had been scheduled (appeal was dismissed on access related grounds). Inspector considered that capacity 
issues needed to be resolved and the idea of bussing children to other villages was “the antithesis of good planning.” 

They consider that the LPR needs to reflect the most up to date position regarding education provision. It should be clear 
what the implications are for future residential applications prior to an agreed solution. 





Para 8.56 Stated that this paragraph should be updated to reflect the Neighbourhood Plan (Figure 5.4 also). Consultation with the 
community has revealed major concerns from residents about the significant detrimental impact that a series of recent large 
scale new developments have had on traffic in the village, and the safety to pedestrians and children walking to 


school/playing. The lack of amenities to residents, and a continued fall in amenities in recent years have been highlighted by 


residents. 

Para 8.56 Noted that in August 2019, the Milborne Port Parish Council approved, in principle, a proposal to develop a Neighbourhood 
Plan. An application in this regard will be submitted in due course to SSDC. Milborne Port has also sought and achieved the 
status of a plastic free settlement. This is welcomed. 

The Preferred Options paper should be aware of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, and preliminary findings, and update 
Figure 5.4 and section 8.56 accordingly. 


Para 8.58 Support is expressed for the Parish Council comments. Considered that all seven roads in and out of the village have poor 
visibility and essentially operate as one-way. With recent approval expect at least 170 to 200 additional vehicles with a 
minimum increase of 400 journeys. 

Suggested that the Plan should provide for an alternative entrance to the new Co-op building. Current plan uses the 
entrance to the Doctor’s Surgery which it is considered can only cause issues with emergency vehicle access. 
Considered that the roads including the A30 are not wide enough or straight enough to cope with more cars. 


Would like the Council to take action based on the input of the Tree Preservation staff. Action should be taken where TPOs 
are recommended. 
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e |tis considered that policies should be more robust in terms of road safety and carbon emissions. Primary school children 
will bear the impact of the increased number of cars from approved developments as they walk to school. 

e Considered that the Co-op is poorly situated as people will drive rather than walk. Increase in carbon next to the surgery is 
poor planning. 

e Considered that the infrastructure in Milborne Port is aged and large developments should be avoided until improvements 
are made. Stated that the Fire Service consider the water pressure to be inadequate (despite its meeting minimum legal 
requirements) and that it contributed to the Bazzelways fire. 

e Considered that policies should be robust and adhered to. 

e Charlton Horethorne should be re-classified in the settlement hierarchy. See Policy SS1 

e Omission Site: Representation promoting land at Goldings Lane Milborne Port. Promoted at Issues and Options stage (HELAA 
site E/MIPO/0003). Supports the identification of Milborne Port as a Rural Centre. In the context of paragraphs 5.9 and 5.19 
considered that a greater proportion of housing growth should go to Market Towns and Rural Centres and Milborne Port 
could deliver a higher quantum of growth than currently proposed. Rural Centres should be apportioned 10% of the districts 
overall housing target. Milborne Port is capable of accommodating 305 homes between 2016 and 2036 (see comments 
under Policy SS2). 

e tis considered that in addition to the two sites identified Milborne Port can accommodate a further 60 new homes. The 
Golding Land site has an indicative capacity for 70. HELAA states that the site is in a “sustainable attractive location” and 
“well connected to the existing village”. If this site is not allocated then it should be identified as a reserve site, adding 
flexibility to the Plan. Other points in favour of the site include: 

e No insurmountable physical constraints. 

e Mainly flat comprising open grass — steep slope down to the brook. likely to remain undeveloped and contribute towards 
open space. 

e No TPOs — existing perimeter trees to be retained. 

e No known contamination. 

e No know environmental designations. 

e EA Flood map shows part of the site in Flood Zone 1. A small portion next to the River Gascoigne lies in Flood Zone 3. 

e No landownership or access constraints. 

e Access would be easy to achieve from Goathill Road on the western boundary where visibility is excellent far less 
constrained than proposed allocation MP2 and is a more deliverable site. 

e In close proximity to local services and facilities 

e Whilst site incorporates and small portion of the Conservation Area and associated listed building an Archaeology and 
Heritage Position Note has been commissioned (attached to rep). Impact unlikely to be significant. 
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e Development of the site will contribute to the aim to boost housing supply and deliver additional affordable homes in 
Milborne Port. 
Noted that affordable housing is important for maintaining social integrity. Surprised no self-build or part self-build or 
Community Land Trusts have been suggested. Suggest working with the community to raise awareness of these 
opportunities. 
Milborne Port has had considerable growth over recent years. 
School and GP surgery are struggling. 
A30 is a death trap. 
Farming vehicles/heavy goods vehicles & cars. 
Investment in infrastructure prior to development. 
Over development in this area. 
Saturated by infilling 
Relocation to Wheathill/Station Road would allow school to expand and safe off road drop off. Central to village backing 
on to Village hall and playing fields. 
Spread development to Charlton Horethorne / Bruton where less development and more employment opportunity. Bruton 


is thriving and with new businesses, restaurants, galleries etc. and on the train line to Paddington. 


Policy MP1 — In Favour 
Housing Provision Support for Policy MP1 for the following reasons: 
North of Wheathill | e Redcliffe Homes have an option on the site (see location plan and indicative masterplan). Area extends 1.55ha. Preliminary 
Lane, Milborne work suggests the area can accommodate up to 40 dwellings. Planning application 17/03985/OUT (MP1 — western half) — 65 
Port homes are now granted planning permission. 
Site has been subject of a landscape and visual impact assessment and heritage impact assessment which demonstrate that 
up to 40 high quality market and affordable homes can be delivered. 
Site is not subject to any landscape or ecological designations. Only designation that does apply is ‘mineral safeguarding area’ 
— Policy SMP9 of the adopted Somerset Minerals Plan). Site lies in flood zone Land to the south is designated as a Historic 
Park and Garden associated with Ven House. Site is adjacent to the Milborne Port Conservation Area. 
A landscape led masterplan has been produced which will preserve and enhance the edge of Milborne Port whilst respecting 
the wider historic context. Opportunity to look at the provision of home offices as part of the mix and all homes will have 
broadband to enable homeworking. 
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e The site is highly deliverable and will complement both existing and those newly proposed homes. Will bring about economic 
benefits during construction phase as well as supporting existing and proposed local and community service through 
additional local soending power. 

e Request that the site is allocated for 40 dwellings in the draft Plan. 


e The Parish Council state that they cautiously approve subject to a number of conditions. Consider that the eastern side of 
the site should be considered as a separate location to the western component which already has outline approval. The two 
sites have separate owners. Detailed comments include: 

e The site would be best developed as a cul-de-sac rather than a through road. 

e Access would be best via Wheathill Lane rather than via the adjacent approved site. This would limit the use of the roads 
as rat-runs. 

e There are arguments for access from the west via the outline application. These focus around road quality. Southern 
access point might increase use of Wheathill Way, East Street, London Road — were roads are very narrow. Junction 
between London Road and A30 is particularly poor. North Street access point onto A30 is safer. 

e Suggest avoiding concreting over the border between the two sides maintaining a wildlife corridor and integrity of the 
surface water management. 

e Note that Wheathill Lane is a narrow road, especially where there is on-street parking. 

e Consider that the playing field to the south should be retained. 

e Suggest that consideration should be given as to whether the site could be used as an extension of the school — 
additional teaching space or re-location of swimming pool. 

e Concerned to understand how surface water will be managed in conjunction with approach agreed for western half of 
the site. 

e Parish Museum- the site to the east of the proposed allocation is Parish owned property and houses the museum. 
Suggested that the proposal site could potentially provide some additional parking for to enhance the functionality of 
the museum. 

e Recommend that a buffer is provided between the playing fields and development to protect against cricket balls and 
footballs and to provide a wildlife corridor. 

e The Parish Council owns a small parcel of land at the eastern end of this northern boundary and would give serious 
consideration to opening this up as a recreational space for the public, were it possible to install a public footpath 
through such a buffer zone. 

e Would like to ensure that where any part of the eastern side is being used for environmental mitigation that it is 
maintained, a similar approach would apply for landscape impact given the position on the east of the village and view 
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from East Hill. Layout for western half includes significant open space — would like to see the same approach on the 
other half of the site. 

e Business Use — recommendation regarding parking and internet connectivity should be applied even if the LPR is not yet 
adopted should a planning application come forward prior to adoption. 

e Existing footpaths should remain unchanged. 

e Considered that SSDC should give consideration to the number of homes that can be accommodated particularly of the 
buffers, layout and improved museum parking suggested above are to be accommodated. 

e Cautiously approves MIPO1. Priorities would be sensitive ecology, environmental and wildlife conservation, road 
access/safety and other conditions. The two sites should be considered as separate. Would wish to ensure that the 
mitigation of environmental impacts for the western half of the site are retained including landscape impact. Playing field 
and existing buffers should be retained. Site should not accommodate more than 45 dwellings. Significant levels of open 
space should be provided. 

e Site favoured over Court Lane (MP2) which should not be taken forward. Points raised: 
e Contiguous with recently approved residential development 
e Access issues at the junction of Wheathill Lane and Station Road 
e Further windfall sites in Milborne Port should not be considered 

e Of the two allocations proposed considered that this site should be taken forward. It is contiguous with an existing outline 
approval. This site will be sufficient to meet all Milborne Port’s residual housing need. There are accessibility issues at the 
junction of Wheathill Lane and Station Road, these will have to be resolved prior to development. 


Against 

e Considered that access via Wheathill Lane can only cause major gridlock along East Street adding to the East 
Street/Wheathill Lane rat run the Redcliffe Homes development will create. Equally traffic arriving of exiting from Station 
Road will cause rat run dangers within the Redcliffe Homes development if East Street is deemed inappropriate. 

Other 

e English Heritage South West note that allocation will have an impact on a number of grade II listed buildings. 

e Considered that further ‘windfall’ sites should not be considered in Milborne Port in the plan period, given the cumulative 
detrimental impact of the village having over delivered against its housing target in recent years (unlike other Rural Centres). 

e Considered that the Neighbourhood Plan should be given time to evolve before any new decisions are made. 

e Site at Court lane is not sustainable and should not be carried forward. 

e Spread development to Charlton Horethorne / Bruton where there is less development and more employment 
opportunities. Bruton is thriving and with new businesses, restaurants, galleries etc and on the train line to Paddington. 
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e SCC Education - planning application on western half of site now approved, S.106 signed securing education funding for 
primary and pre-school extension to school (para 7.251). 


Object to Policy MP2 for the following reasons: 

Not a sustainable site and should not be taken forward for the following reasons: 

Highways 

e Access to the site from A30 or Station Road involves traversing twisting, single track lanes, bounded by historic stone walls. 

e All routes to the site have on-street parking and inadequate pavements. 

e All routes drive through dense residential areas - with many pedestrians, dog walkers, children playing, as well as horse 
riders. 

e Delivery lorries frequently become stuck. 

e Court lane itself is a narrow old sunken road on a significant camber and bend. In 2011 it was the subject of a serious accident 
involving a car and lorry. 

e Kingsbury/Kingsbury Bridge — listed walls and bridge frequently struck by large vehicles. Children playing spill out onto the 
roads, horse riders use on a daily basis, 90 degree blind corner at the bottom of Court Lane. Serious accident in 2011. 
Flooding and run off at bottom of river valley. 

e Via Rosemary Street and Higher Kingsbury or Wick Road — blocked by parked cars of residents and laundry workers. Huge 
increase in commuter traffic since Tannery Way development. Single track, peak time congestion, bounded by historic walls. 
Children cross the road between parked cars to access play park. 

e Via Gainsborough and Manor Road — on-street parking on Manor Road makes passing difficult. Manor Road — dense 
residential areas with children, cyclist etc — not ideal for heavy commuter traffic passing. Gainsborough has heavy farm traffic 
between satellite sites north and south of the A30 on a daily basis — increases at harvest time. 

e Roads — observation in para 8.60 is valid, but not the worst issue. In order to gain access to the A30 vehicles would have to 
travel through the centre of the village and would then either be led up onto Station Road/North Street and add to traffic 
volumes at the bottleneck North Street/A30 junction; or, worse, exit via Rosemary Street. Access to the more 
accommodating Gainsborough would only be possible via Manor Road which with on street parking is not a functional 
thoroughfare. Going north vehicles would use Lower Kingsbury which is narrow, on a steep hill with a narrow switch back 
bridge at its foot. The wider limitations of access were not considered in the HELAA or this document. 

e Public transport, employment opportunities and reliance on private vehicles remain an issue. High levels of out commuting 
continue. 

e Every access route from the A30 or Station Road involves traversing narrow single track lanes bounded by stone walls, issues 
include: 
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e All routes have on-street parking and inadequate pavements. 

e All routes are through dense residential areas — children playing, pedestrians, horse riders. 

e Delivery lorries frequently get stuck, including laundry vehicles 

e Court Lane is narrow old sunken road — in 2011 it was subject to a serious accident involving a car and a lorry. 
e Listed wall frequently struck along Lower Kingsbury/Kingsbury Bridge. 

e Increase in commuter traffic due to Tannery development. 

e Children crossing the road to access the play area opposite The Brambles. 

e Manor Road has on street parking on both sides. 

e Gainsborough has heavy farm traffic. 


Valuable Heritage and Landscape Assets 

e Milborne Port Conservation Area is due to be extended including the north south river valley, from the centre of the village to 
The Granary in Kingsbury in the north. This recognises the extensive valuable heritage assets in this area. 

e Court Lane and its environs have ancient origins the Richardson Archaeological Assessment of Milborne Port (Richardson) 
notes Court lane as being “in the vicinity of the later medieval manor of Kingsbury”. The mill at Kingsbury is mentioned in the 
Doomsday Book. This area has produced significant archaeological finds, and is believed to be the site of the Anglo-Saxon 
mint at Milborne Port. 

e Recent work by Somerset Vernacular Group has dated building in the Kingsbury area back to late 15""/early 16" century. 
These buildings and their setting n Court Lane area soon to be protected by the Conservation Area extension. 

e Development of 30 dwellings is likely to be inconsistent with the local environment, setting of the new Conservation Area and 
historical assets. If development were to go ahead it should be smaller scale and of sympathetic design. 


Flooding and Run-off 

e Heavy rain brings extensive run-off into Court Lane from neighbouring fields, both sides of the road. Puddles on Lower 
Kingsbury and freezes in the winter creating hazard. 

e Water runs off Court Lane area through natural springs on the corner of Rosemary Street and Paddock Walk, and at the 
bottom of Southview Road. Worse after heavy rain. Water here at any time of the year and can be hazardous in winter. 

e Undeveloped field and sites itself act as the natural catchment and soakaway for rain in the area. Development would put 
properties at the bottom of the valley at risk. 

e New properties in Tannery Way have had ingress of sewage in wet periods. 

e Gascoigne river floods onto Lower Kingsbury Road - most recently 2013 and 2014 when both sides of Kingsbury Bridge were 
under water. 


144 


South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





e Sewage issues are of great concern. Problems have arisen along the Gascoigne River due to surface water confluence and this 
is where the foul water would logically go. 

e Lack of adequate mitigation of the risk of surface water and foul drainage flooding. 

Planning Policy 

e Court Lane site consists of two separate portions, larger northern area and smaller southern area. 

e Court Lane is poorly related to the amenities in the village making access by foot problematic for many residents. 

e History of planning applications being refused and appeals being dismissed. Allocation considered to be unsound given that 
access to the site is yet to be adequately demonstrated. Application 14/01055/OUT has already been refused on highway 
grounds. Narrow access identified as a constraint n HELAA 

e Court Lane site is on the northern periphery of the village an poorly connected to facilities for access on foot. 

e Previous proposals have been refused most recently planning application 14/01055/OUT. Reasons given (an still considered 
to be relevant) were: 

o Inability to respect form, character and setting and distinctiveness of locality resulting in material harm to character and 
quality of landscape. 

In sufficient evidence to demonstrate no adverse impact on the local highway network. 

Loss of high quality agricultural land. 

Poor public transport, lack of jobs and reliance on private travel for employment and services. 

Public transport, employment opportunities and lack of services continue to be issues. No opportunity to improve 

employment capacity on site. 

Environment and Ecological 

e Bat feeding grounds — requires urgent survey work 

e Otters sighted in the Kingsbury Valley 

e Barn Owls 

e Slowworms and newts 

e Area is known to have important biodiversity. 

e Increased traffic will have a damaging effect on the area around the stream at Lower Kingsbury — a vital ‘green lung’ providing 
a safe and peaceful amenity area for the whole community. Increased traffic on the ancient and narrow lane network will be 
an inevitable consequence of this development. Risk of accidents will increase. Consequences should not be ignored. 

Other 

e Use of “off of” is incorrect English. 


O O O © 


145 


South Somerset 
District Council 


South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





Wheathill Lane is preferred over this proposal as it is contiguous with a recent planning approval which will be sufficient to 
meet residual housing needs. Access issues with the Wheathill site will need to be resolved. Further windfall sites in Milborne 
Port should not be considered in the Plan period, given the cumulative detrimental impact on the village. 

The Neighbourhood Plan should be given time to evolve before new decisions are made for the Village. 

Infrastructure in the village is aged and large developments should be avoided until improvements are made. Highways and 


water pressure are inadequate. 


Paras 8.62-8.65 The library has now been closed and the former premises are empty. Similarly the former electrical and florist shops. This 


leaves three shops open. 
The two Conservation Areas are soon to have a major north-south extension — the extension process should be completed in 


2019. 
Section 8.63 should be updated to reflect the decline in amenities and the Conservation Area extension. 


Para 8.66 — 8.67 Para 8.66 does not reflect the views of residents and should be updated to reflect concerns: 
o Pressure on the village school and the lack of space for it to expand. Confirmed by SCC during a recent appeal. 
o Pressure on the Milborne Port GP Surgery due to the closure of the surgery at Stalbridge. 
o Dwindling local facilities. 
o Congested and inadequate highways. 
Parish Council suggest that para 8.66 states that SSDC will work with Education Authorities to address the school capacity 
issue. 
Concerned regarding lack of planned commitment to environmental sustainability in the proposed development. Despite 
increased number of residents, there have been no improvements to public transport, no plans for additional cycle routes 
which would provide an alternative to the car and reduce carbon emissions. These issues should be addressed regarding 
current planning application before expanding to the adjacent area. 
Considered that the Council plays lip service to the benefits of “green spaces’ and the mental health and wellbeing of 
residents. Not against new houses but they should be situated in areas where there is employment and where roads can 
cope with the additional traffic and where safe walking can be facilitated. 
Services are being depilated — now only have a library bus which tales up parking spaces. Have excellent community sports 
clubs and community events. 
Village should pursue additional employment land — would help out-commuting. Abnormally high levels of out-commuting in 
Milborne Port compared with other settlements. 
Policies should address climate change and sustainable transport. 
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Considered that it makes sense that 20 percent of homes on major sites should be constructed with the functionality to be 
used as a business — would reduce out —commuting. 
SCC Education state that Milborne port School site is constrained and following the addition of a 7th Classroom will not be 
able to expand further, so new housing should only be delivered at a pace which the capacity of the school can cope with. 
Considered that para 8.66 does not reflect the views of residents raise at recent planning appeals and survey conducted for 
the Neighbourhood Plan and Parish Council comments. 








Section 8. Rural Centres - South Petherton 

South Petherton Site promoted in South Petherton — ‘Land off Lampreys Lane’ that was identified as an option in the Issues and Options 
document as SOPE-5 with capacity to accommodate approximately 60 dwellings. An outline application for residential 
development for 15 dwellings and a large area of open amenity space was approved in March 2018. It is anticipated that 27-30 
dwellings could be accommodated on the remainder of the land identified, with access derived from the approved site to the 
north east. This would result in a lower overall figure than the 60 quoted in the Issues & Options document. The summary of 
the main responses stated that the location is highly sustainable with good linkages to the settlement centre issues regarding 
Rights of way, flood risk, access and impact on the highway network were raised and it was not taken forward as a preferred 
option. 
It is considered that the remainder of the area not included in the application site, is neither within the flood plain nor flood 
zones 2 or 3. The Rights of Way have been incorporated within the permitted scheme, and the adverse impact on the highway 
network is not supported by robust evidence. The Highway Authority has no objected to other housing developments using 
local roads. The site would not conflict with the neighbourhood plan and development of the land for housing will accord with 
policy NE2. There are significant advantages to the development of the whole area identified and no technical reasons why it 
should not be identified. The Council is asked to reconsider its position and allocate the site identified previously as SOPES. 
Promotion of ‘Land Between Bridge Way and Lightgate Lane, South Petherton’ (N/SOPE/0006/A) — additional information 
submitted. Suggests that this site is available, viable and more suitable than the proposed allocations in the Rural Centre. 
It is considered that the level of development is appropriate for South Petherton, but there is no certainty that all 41 dwellings 
granted planning permission will be constructed and the Local Plan should therefore state that 55 dwellings is the minimum 
amount of development required for South Petherton. 
Land Between Bridge Way and Lightgate Lane: a site of approximately 5 hectares. Community events have been held in 2017 
with a dedicated website. The site was also promoted through the neighbourhood plan process and has been the subject of 
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pre-application correspondence. The SA objectively assessed criteria have been applied to the site, and it is considered that 
site performs well compared to other sites in South Petherton. The 2018 HELAA considered that the site was unsuitable and 
deliverable because there was no apparent vehicular access and the Peripheral Landscape Assessment identified the land as 
having a moderate/low capacity to accommodate built development. A landscape statement provided demonstrates the land 
has a greater capacity to accommodate development and can be developed in a manner that would preserve the local 
landscape character. A Transport Review has also been prepared to demonstrate that a safe and suitable access can be 
provided for development. The site also has the benefit of making provision for the much needed expansion of the recreation 
ground (identified in the neighbourhood plan) and can deliver a policy compliant mix of open market and affordable dwellings. 
Policy SP1 — Persimmon Homes SW is of the view that the proposed site allocation SP1 can accommodate improved pedestrian links, 
Housing provision additional parking to serve the health centre, a high level of open space and informal children’s play area, and more dwellings 
South of Hospital than the 45 stated in the policy. This figure should be revised upwards to ensure efficient use of land (Strategic Objective 7) - 
Lane, South given that land is a limited resource. It is suggested that the site could accommodate 60 to 70 dwellings with ample green 
Petherton space. 

o The previous application for the site for 89 dwellings received officer support but was refused by Members due to 
design and the level of development when assessed against the grain and density of adjoining developments- PHSW has 
built on adjoining land and it is considered that there is a consistency in approach and the development would have 
fitted in to the current built form well. 

Regarding other reasons for refusal for the application for 89 dwellings, discussions have been held with SCC Rights of 
Way service regarding links to rights of way and with the Medical Centre to discuss additional parking. The issue 
regarding the best and most versatile agricultural land is considered to be misguided as the land is stony and not as high 
quality as suggested. 

States that PHSW will be drafting plans ready for pre-application discussion with the Council that are as compliant as 
possible with emerging policy. 

The proposal has been amended to comprise 70 dwellings, provision of affordable housing, provision of a primary 
vehicular access from St Michael’s Gardens, provision of a secondary access from the west and inclusion of possible 
footpaths/cycleways connecting to the existing PROW network. The proposal also includes provision of three areas of 
public open space, 20 parking spaces for the medical centre and installation of a pumping station — net density would be 
37 dph excluding open speace. It is considered that there is no evidence to support the level of affordable housing 
suggested. 

It is suggested that despite the inconsistency with the proposed number of dwellings there is general compliance with 
the aims of the policy and would not conflict with the settlement strategy for the district. 
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The AMR 2018 indicates that the total net completions and commitments is 280 dwellings and that this is one of the few 
areas in the district where the market is buoyant. Employment land completions and commitments exceed the plan 
requirement. The ‘made’ neighbourhood plan for South Petherton is aligned to the adopted Local Plan. It is considered that 
the LPR proposes a decrease in growth for South Petherton with a residual requirement for about 55 dwellings over the plan 
period. 
It is recommended that the development should provide pedestrian and cycling infrastructure between St Michael’s Gardens 
and the medical centre/pharmacy. 
This site was subject to a previous application for 89 dwellings that was refused — it is considered that the developer and the 
landowner are unlikely to accept a development for half the amount they would like to achieve and questions are raised over 
the viability and deliverability of the site. 
Policy SP2 — As previously indicated in the Issues and Options response to SOPE-3, the landowner is fully supportive of the inclusion of 
Housing Provision land rear of Little Hays as a future housing allocation — the land remains suitable, available and deliverable for this purpose. 
at Rear of Garden development adjacent to a complex of listed buildings, include a Grade II* listed flax mill. It is requested that the 
Littlehays, South Council make available the Historic Environment Assessment of the proposed site allocation. 
Petherton A planning application for two dwellings on land at The Spinney, which included one dwelling on the site SP2 was withdrawn 
as it appeared to be heading for a refusal on grounds of harm to the significance and setting of Grade II* listed buildings and 


impact on protected trees. Contends that it is difficult to understand how 10 dwellings would be suitable on a smaller site. 
Paras. 8.78-8.88 Whilst land off and adjacent to the A303 is attractive to the market, an expanse of land available in this location will detract 

from the investment potential of Yeovil which is a more sustainable location and benefits from existing infrastructure that 

would otherwise have to be replicated. 

Schools have been expanded as far as is possible and no further expansion is possible here (infant and junior) — both sites are 

constrained so further housing would lead to education objections unless it can be shown that the pace of development is 

spread enabling the number in the schools to remain at a level which the buildings/facilities can cope with. 


Section 9. Housing 


Para 9.7 e SCC Education - Includes ‘Primrose Primary School (7 classrooms at Wyndham Park with the potential to build a further 7 
| classrooms if demand requires it - funding to be secured under app ref 14/02554/OUT for extension). 
Policy HG1 — Respondent sets out the planning history of the CLR site. States that it is clear from that history that deliverability is an issue. 


Strategic Housing The Local Plan Review document and evidence base reflect these concerns. The Five-year housing land supply cites 50 
Site dwellings by 2022/23, however no evidence is provided as to whether this is achievable or realistic. 
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e Considered that over-reliance on the CLR site has consequences for the residents of Crewkerne — the third largest settlement 
in South Somerset. However in percentage change between 2001 and 2011 census it demonstrates the least growth when 
compared to Chard and Ilminster. 

e Entry level house prices in Crewkerne (£167,530) are higher than Chard (£159,170) — this could be reflective of a constrained 
market. 

e Delivery of affordable homes is a priority for the Council. The Authority Monitoring Report illustrates that between 2009 and 
2019 only 182 affordable homes have been or will be delivered each year. Annual need is 206. Socio -economic indicators 
taken from the 2011 Census suggest that affordability is likely to become an issue in Crewkerne due to the high number of 
people employed in semi-routine or routine occupations. Home Choice indicates that there are currently 111 households 
requiring affordable housing in Crewkerne. Without market housing it is difficult to see how these homes will be delivered. 

e The key aim of the NPPF to significantly boost housing supply is not being achieved in Crewkerne. 

e The lack of housing delivery in Crewkerne also has economic consequences. Crewkerne’s population growth has been slow 
this has implications for the provision of a local workforce and potentially investment decisions. 

e Considered that the other sites identified in the preferred Options document offer short-term delivery whilst viability issues 
are resolved on the CLR site. 

e Suggested that other sites should be allocated in Crewkerne as the approach currently identified is not deliverable within the 
Plan Period. To deliver all the 635 dwellings in the Plan period this one site would have to deliver around 45 dwellings per 
annum. This is considered ambitious and likely to be undeliverable which is contrary to paragraph 16 of the NPPF. 

e The CLR will be delivered one day but in the short term additional sites should be identified in Crewkerne to support the 
residents and address the social and economic consequences of a lack of housing over a number of years. 

e Omission site: The CLR site is failing to deliver, the ability of CR2 to deliver 100 dwellings is questioned. ‘Land at Goldwell 
Farm’ should be allocated for 50 dwellings. 

e SCC Education — the CLR site has a plan to build a part replacement 10 class first school and nursery if the demand arises. 

e Environment Agency - allocation HG1 encompasses an ordinary watercourse tributary of the Parrett. Flood Zones are 
currently mapped along this watercourse. A sequential approach will need to be followed within the site such that houses 
and infrastructure are not located in areas of flood risk — the Joint Level 1 SFRA assumes the entirety of FZ3 to be 3b. 

e SCC Transport Policy - Crewkerne HG1 should provide the link road. 

e Question who is going live in the houses and where are they going to work. Notes that the CLR proposal has been on-going 
for 30 years — considered that there should be no further development until the site has been developed and the impacts can 
be assessed. The new road needs to be delivered as. Crewkerne is blighted by traffic problems and further development will 
only make it worse. Any development south of Kit Hill will have a disastrous effect on Cathole Bridge Road. 
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Noted that Crewkerne only has a voluntary transport scheme but does not offer hospital or medical transport for most other 
areas. Given the age profile of Crewkerne if more bungalows are built this will release family homes. 


Para 9.10 — 9.14 Paragraph 117 of the NPPF includes a requirement for strategic policies to set out how they will meet housing needs in a way 
that makes as much use as possible of previously developed or brownfield land, however this LPR fails to include any policies 
to assist in this. Whilst there is discussion the document fails to include a policy. Paragraph 118 of the NPPF gives substantial 
weight to the value of using brownfield land. Allocations seem piecemeal without cognisant of a policy on how to deliver 
national policy. 

Given the desire to redevelop PDL in Yeovil Chard and Wincanton especially relating to Town Centre Regeneration, as 
expressed in 9.13, the requirement to give it substantial weight should be crystallised in specific policy statement for PDL that 
involves a sequential test. It makes no sense for greenfield development to come forward before brownfield. Failure to provide 
a policy will result in unnecessary destruction of greenfield land and associated environmental damage such a loss of 
agricultural land, countryside and habitats. Impact on Climate Change is also an issue. 

Suggested policy wording: 

In considering planning applications for all new residential development of Y or more dwellings the Council will have regard to 
the requirements of the sequential release of housing land, and will seek the development of appropriate Previously Developed 


Land before approving the development of greenfield sites. Proposals for residential development on greenfield sites of such 
size, whether allocated or unallocated, will not be approved if there is an appropriate suitable alternative brownfield site 
available for residential development. 

West Coker Parish Council consider that brownfield sites within the District should be identified within the Local Plan and 
development figures should be assigned to these sites before high quality, agricultural grade land is considered for 
development to fulfil the quotas set by the Local Plan. 


Para 9.15 —9.17 Noted that the SHMA is the basis for the percentage of affordable housing. Will work with SSDC to ensure policy compliant 
schemes subject to viability. The policy currently does not include that provision the use of “should” instead of “will” is 
considered to give sufficient flexibility. There is reference in the supporting text but not the policy. The absolute splits of mix 
and tenure should be accompanied by a proviso that allows for changing local circumstances. 
Milborne Port Parish Council approve of the policy and note that the percentage has reduced from 35% to 29%. A survey was 
carried out in Milborne Port in 2018. Believe that those most in need of affordable housing may not have responded. 
Historically there has been a low up take of affordable housing in Milborne Port. Would be interested in considering 
geographical or connectivity tests for future development. 
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have been found to only be viable at considerably lower levels of affordable housing. 

HG2 — Provision e Supporting text identifies that there is an estimated need for 206 affordable homes per annum. Local Plan Review target (29%) 

of Affordable is lower than the 35% in the current LP. Lower target is supported as will reduce the number of viability assessments needed. 

Housing Planning applications on allocated sites coming forward in advance of the LPR Examination should be expected to accord with 
the emerging LPR. 
Ilminster Town Council state that Ilminster Housing Need Assessment confirms that the income required to buy an average 
market home for sale is insufficient for those on median household incomes in Ilminster. Only shared ownership (25%), 
affordable rent and social rent tenures remain affordable for those earning within the median household income. Meanwhile, 
for those earning within the lower quartile household income, their only affordable options are social and affordable rent 
tenures. As the social and affordable rent tenures remain the most affordable in the neighbourhood area, it is necessary to 
adhere to Policy HG2. 
Noted that the NPPF at paragraph 63 makes reference to a lower threshold than 5 units in designated rural areas. Although 
South Somerset currently has no areas designated by the Secretary of State suggested that in fact there are areas that could be 
suitable for designation if SSDC applied for designation. Urge SSDC to do as this could support a number of rural areas to 
achieve some affordable housing. 
Policy as drafted do not include the proviso “where viable” the use of “should” instead of “will” is considered to give 
insufficient flexibility. With regards to the % splits of mix and tenure, whilst there is reference to changing circumstances in the 
supporting text it is not in the Policy itself. 
Noted that the Policy seeks to fix the percentage and type of affordable housing. Considered that this would be better dealt 
with during the preparation and considerations of planning applications over the plan period. Same applies to HG3 and HG4 
(space standards are controlled by other legislation). 
Object on the basis of out of date evidence. Noted that the Strategic Housing Market Assessment, 2016 (SHMA) is now 
somewhat dated in the context of the revised NPPF. As such it is considered that a review should be commissioned. Without 
this evidence the Plan will be unsound. Examination guidance, June 2019 points out that evidence base relating to 
development needs and land availability that is two or more years old before submission may have been overtaken by events. 
Para 31 of the NPPF also stresses the need for relevant and up to date evidence. 
Noted that the NPPF and PPG now expect more rigor in viability and policy setting and expect the Council’s plan-wide viability 
testing to be thorough, and robust to ensure a suitably ambitious approach to affordable housing delivery is taken. 
Plan wide-viability assessment should be undertaken to inform this policy. 
Considered that the rigid expectation for an 80/20 split in tenures is unhelpful where a different split will better meet local 
need, identified needs or provide a more mixed sustainable community. Strictly adhering to the policy has on occasion, 
resulted in a mix that does not reflect local need or the local market, contrary to the objectives of the NPPF to deliver 





|” 
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sustainable communities. The policy would be more helpful if it was given as a district-wide expectation with allowance for site 
specific circumstances. Mix and size requirements also vary due to site constraints, location etc. Recommend removal of this 
element of the Policy in favour of more flexible wording. 

e Policy HG2 is considered over prescriptive and does not allow the Council to consider financial viability when assessing 
schemes. Level of affordable housing and tenure split should be considered on a site by site basis taking account of local 
demand and financial viability. Policy as it is could threaten viability and prevent suitable and available housing sites from 
coming forward. 

e The policies seek to fix the percentage and type of affordable housing to be provided (HG2); the space standards to be applied 
to affordable housing (HG3) and the mix of market housing to be delivered (in terms of size measured by the number of 
bedrooms) (HG4). Considered that these matters or details would be better dealt with during the preparation and 
consideration of applications that are submitted over the twenty years of the plan period (and, with respect to space 
standards, are controlled by other legislation in any event). 

e Paragraph 9.22 needs to be amended to be consistent with the NPPF. As proposed by the Council 20% of 29% will not comply 
with 2019 NPPF requirement for 10% affordable homeownership. The Council should rectify this non-compliance with national 
policy or justify not meeting this requirement. 

e Notes the policy and points about viability in paras 9.30 and 9.31. Noted that viability will be a particular issue for sites such as 
CEDA where the infrastructure costs are so high. Believe that the issue about viability should be included in the text of HG2. 

e SCC Health — consider that the Policy should be amended to require a tenure blind approach to avoid ‘ghettoizing’. Consider 
that the reduction in targets seems to show that the Plan is responding to commercial demands rather than the needs of 
people. Given the new freedoms for local authorities to build for rent, and the increased interest from pension funds etc. to 
invest in housing, is there not a case for maintaining a higher ambition? 

e Noted that the current delivery of affordable housing is only 14% which is below HG2. Encourages SSDC to have more 
ambitious plans for growth to increase the provision of affordable housing. The Council would not incur penalty for a more 
ambitious housing target as the HDT is based on the lowest denominator. 

e Cranborne Chase and West Wiltshire Downs AONB — note that there does not seem to be a reference to NPPF para 63 which 
enables the LPA to operate a lower threshold for the provision of affordable housing in in AONBS and designated rural areas. 
AONB recommend that a lower threshold is applied due to the shortage in affordable homes. Supports the clear and simple 
statement in para 5.76 of the Plan. 

e Stated that it is not clear if the percentages stated are aspirational or an analysis of need. It is suggested that additional text is 
added or source data referenced. 

e Considered that given the low delivery rate (14%) and the reduced target the Council should be seeking to ensure delivery of 
affordable housing through a range of measures. The Council should consider increasing the housing requirement to ensure 
sufficient land is made available to help increase affordable housing delivery. 
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District Council p y 
m e Noted that Sentence 2 of para 9.26 is incomplete. 


Policy HG3 — e Agree with the Council’s conclusion based upon the SHMA in that at present there is not sufficient evidence to justify the 
Affordable application of the Nationally Described Space Standard for market housing. Recognised that this is usually a pre-requisite for 
Housing — RSLs. 

Internal Space e Considered that to support the introduction of the nationally described space standards in South Somerset the Council will 

Standards need to use up to date evidence of need, and of the policy being viable. Its introduction should not disadvantage the delivery 
of affordable housing; applying the standard without robust testing may give rise to more viability testing on individual 
applications, regardless of the NPPF’s indication that this should only take place at the plan-making stage. The Council should 
assess whether it will reduce the number of affordable homes that may be delivered. Council is required by the PPG to provide 
a reasonable transition period so that costs can be factored into land acquisitions. The Council should consider allowing for 
some flexibility in the application of the standard where our members are bringing forward affordable housing in a greater 
quantity than could be achieved with full compliance. 

e Requested that this policy be re-worded to ensure the requirements are flexible, to allow applications to be considered on a 
site by site basis. Compliance with the policy would require the submission of more detailed information as part of the 
planning application. Policy is not clear about what should be provided at the planning application stage. 

e Consider that the Council should fully evidence the need, and design expectations, for the delivery of electric vehicle charging 
points and the other elements of this policy, and robustly viability test to ensure that it will not cumulatively affect the delivery 
of affordable housing. It would be useful to understand how the Council has considered the design implications of part f. of 
this policy alongside Policies HG3 and HG5; how does this fit with the expectation for achieving the national space standard, 
and would specialist residential and care schemes be expected to provide specific work areas for each unit of accommodation? 
Given the significant variance in styles and requirements of home working, it may be difficult and unreasonable for developers 
to demonstrate that a specific work area is provided. 

e Considered that these matters or details would be better dealt with during the preparation and consideration of applications 
that are submitted over the twenty years of the plan period (space standards, are controlled by other legislation in any event). 

e Suggested that there should be some flexibility — use of should instead of will would provide more flexibility. Most impact felt 
on the smallest homes where the cost increases which then affects affordability forcing people out of the market and into 
rented accommodation. Flexibility is a consistent theme. The plan should give certainty but not constrain. 

e The Plan makes reference to the SHMA in para 9.34. The SHMA is out of date. In accordance with the NPPF para 127f & 
footnote 46 and the NPPF the Plan should have up to date evidence to justify the introduction of the internal space standards. 
They do not currently have this evidence. 





154 


South Somerset 
District Council 


South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





SSDC Health — consider it a mistake to only apply the standards to affordable homes. Reasoning is weak. There is ample 
evidence to show that homes and rooms that are below minimum space standards are detrimental to health, educational 


attainment, the use of the home for socialising etc. 
The 2019 NPPF states that “policies may also make use of the NDSS where the need for an internal space standard can be 
justified”. Policy is objected to as is further work to justify applying the policy to market housing. 

Para 9.36-9.41 Martock Parish Council state that because many developments in the village are small (10 or fewer) they would like to see this 
policy strengthened to give clear guidance to builders on such sites to ensure that the overall provision of housing in the 
immediate area meets the criteria laid down in the table in HG4(i) (essentially 40% 1 and 2 bed houses). 

Would welcome a definition of ‘immediate environment’ as meaning including all contiguous houses unless there are credible 
reasons not to (and in such cases, the developer should be able to show that the criteria are being met in some other way 
nearby). 

Figure 9.2 (para Barwick and Stoford Parish Council consider targets in figure 9.2 are surprising as it is predicted that the population of people 

9.38) aged 65+ is set to increase by 57.5% between 2014 and 2039. Feel that proposed developments do not reflect that 
demographic change sufficiently. It seems that developers are being allowed to place their profits over the stated and 
endorsed requirements of communities. Land values are high enough to force developers to build 2, 3 and 4 bed homes when 
smaller and sheltered accommodation are needed. 

Policy HG4 — Flexibility in mix of housing as set out is supported as different sites will necessitate different types of development given their 

Achieving A Mix individual circumstances and character of the surrounding area. 

of Market Martock Parish Council consider that whilst the sentiment of the Policy is supported it is weak. Terms such as “sustainable 

Housing balanced community” and “immediate environment” are not defined. PC experience shows that homes all tend to be 4-bed 
not matter their immediate environment. Would like to see the criteria in HG4 (i) apply to smaller developments (10 or fewer) 
so that 40% are 1 and 2 bed. We would welcome a definition of ‘immediate environment’ as meaning including all contiguous 
houses unless there are credible reasons not to (and in such cases, the developer should be able to show that the criteria are 
being met in some other way nearby). 

Ilminster Town Council state that it is evident that the recommended housing mix in Ilminster differs significantly from the 
house mix targets stated in the emerging local plan policy HG4. It is considered that site specific policies in IIminster must 
therefore include specific housing mixes to ensure they meet local needs. Evidence and calculations regarding the mix are set 
out in Section 5 of the Ilminster Housing Need Assessment. Dwellings should be focused on the provision of two and three- 
bedroom homes suitable to downsizers and young families, at the expense of much larger homes. It is also advisable to 
promote the delivery of bungalows in order to meet the needs of the ageing population. 

Stated that sites for self-and custom house builders need to be considered more fully and request a specific policy reflecting 
government guidance. The LPA is reminded of it’s duties regarding this type of housing. Considered that it is not appropriate to 
say that every single dwelling plot granted planning permission meets the criteria (two relevant appeal decisions attached). It is 
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reasonable to conclude that the statutory definition of a self-build plot being available must include the provision of a planning 
obligation or planning condition which limits the development to be built in accordance with that statutory definition. 
Accepted that some CIL analysis may indicate the extent to which self-build has occurred, considered that any such permission 
through CIL would not be providing for an unmet need as identified on the Register. The inclusion of a proactive Policy would 
encourage individuals to register. A planning obligation on the granting of planning permission would help to provide more 
local affordable homes. 

e Have concerns at the suggested percentage mix of properties to be provided on major sites. The policy sets out a mix of house 
types which may not be appropriate on all major sites. 

e Considered that a range and mix of residential accommodation should be provided to ensure socially inclusive communities. 

e Considered that these matters or details would be better dealt with during the preparation and consideration of applications 
that are submitted over the twenty years of the plan period (and, with respect to space standards, are controlled by other 
legislation in any event). 

e Considered that the Policy should be underpinned by relevant evidence as required by the NPPF (paras 61 and 62 & 31). The 
LPR should ensure that suitable sites are available for a wide range of types of development across a wide choice of 
appropriate locations rather than setting a specific housing mix on individual sites. 

e Object. Plan refers to the SHMA for its evidence base (paragraph 9.37) this evidence will need to be revisited before the Plan is 
submitted to ensure that it is up to date in accordance with paragraph 31 of the NPPF 2019. In its evidence the Council should 
recognise that market signals are important in determining the mix of housing needed. The Local Plan Review should ensure 
that suitable sites are available for a wide range of types of development across a wide choice of appropriate locations rather 
than setting a specific housing mix on individual sites. As proposed the policy is too prescriptive and will not enable a flexible 
approach to be taken over the Plan period. 

e Considered that the SHMA mix cannot be applied to all sites as the mix will vary from scheme to scheme. E.g. homes in retail 
led schemes or flatted developments are likely to comprise of smaller units and could not meet the 4+ bed requirement. 
Considered that the market provides an appropriate measure of the size of housing that is needed. If it is considered that 
greater control over the size of homes is required then it should be monitored so that a Policy response can be put in place. 

e Delete Policy HG4. Whilst the suggested mix is qualified by being in “general accordance with”. The market can only deliver 
private homes which will sell, interference in the open market sector has shown in the past to result in non- delivery of 
housing. The impact of such additional constraints would need to be modelled in any plan wide viability assessment by 
consideration of the resulting cross-subsidy from market profile to SSDC’s target profile. 

e Considered that it is important that flexibility is built in as evidence only provides information at a certain point in time and 
housing needs will change over the Plan period. As such, greater flexibility is required, and it is recommended that the policy 
wording should contain reference to ‘most up-to-date assessment of housing need’ to ensure the policy is responsive to 
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changes in circumstance over the plan period. This modification would also remove the need for the inclusion of the table 
within the policy wording which may become outdated as new evidence on housing needs comes to light. 
Stated that it is not clear if self-build/ custom build homes form part of this mix. Agree that significant numbers of bungalows 
has complications for developers and may not allow for the most appropriate layout. Policy should be flexible and not seek a 
specific requirement for bungalows. Self-build should be at the discretion of the developer. 
Considered that provision of sites for self and custom builders needs to be considered more fully and request a specific policy 
is drawn up to reflect government policy on this. The Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended) and the 
associated Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Regulations 2016 should be fully acknowledged. Although it is not a 
requirement that local plans must include policies to meet this special need, the council does nevertheless have a duty to grant 
planning permission for enough suitable serviced plots to meet the demand for self-build housing in their area. Therefore, it 
would seem expedient to address this fully in the local plan review so that its statutory obligations under section 2A of the Act 
are met. Paragraphs 59 and 61 of the NPPF also refer to this. To say that the grant of a planning permission for a single plot will 
automatically result in a self or custom build plot being provided is considered to be wholly inappropriate. As stated in the 
attached appeal decisions ref APP/G2435/W/18/3214451 & APP/G2435/Q/18/3214498, it is reasonable to conclude that the 
statutory definition of a self-build plot being available must include the provision of a planning obligation or planning condition 
which limits the development to be built in accordance with that statutory definition. Whilst CIL data may be helpful it would 
not provide for a new site to meet unmet needs as evidenced on the Register. The inclusion of a Policy may encourage people 
to register. Entering into a planning obligation at the time of permission would of more to provide more affordable homes for 
local people in perpetuity. 
Policy HG5 — Care Considered that part i of the policy seeks to introduce a sequential test. This is excessive and not in accordance with the NPPF 
Homes and or PPG which encourages the delivery of such accommodation to meet he needs of the ageing population. As such this 
Specialist element of the policy should be removed. It would be beneficial for the Council to consider allocation sites for such 
Accommodation accommodation. 
Part ii. Provides no certainty regarding the provision of affordable housing connected with such accommodation. Policies need 
to provide certainty so that it can be factored into land values, design and management planning. Should review based on 
viability assessment and ensure flexibility. 
SCC — Health - the specific mention of care homes and specialist accommodation (9.52-58) is important given the ageing of the 
population and likely associated rise in the number of elderly people with often-complex health needs. 


Policy HG6 — SCC Acoustics Specialist - Part (iii) e. identifies the health risk that might be presented by noise at some site locations and it 

Gypsies, may be helpful if the Plan clarifies if different standards of noise amenity might be thought to be appropriate between 

Travellers and residential pitches and transit pitches. In this regard considers both types of site allocation should be able to provide a 
reasonable expectation that sleep would be possible. 
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Travelling Considered that the policy fails to consider the importance of local amenity, as per national policy guidance. The Government’s 
Showpeople Planning guidance in respect of travellers’ sites does not restrict the protection of amenity to only the landscape character and 
visual amenity of the area and therefore the current draft policy should be amended to reflect national guidance. 
Noted that experience in Mid and East Devon has shown that where allocations have been attempted as part of strategic 
allocations this has proved problematic. Given that the Plan says that small family pitches are favoured, this is the approach 
that should be taken. Any site allocations should not be in close proximity to housing sites. Should prioritise the use of local 
authority owned land. 
SCC — Health - accommodation of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople (9.63-68) should also make reference to 
access to health services, as people in such groups frequently have poor health. 


Policy HG7 — Tatworth and Forton Parish Council consider that the Policy will make it extremely difficult to replace existing dwellings in the 
Replacement countryside due to the criteria being used and restrictive planning conditions. Whilst this may seem entirely reasonable, there 
Dwellings in the is some concern that future commitments for growth will place the emphasis on building housing estates on the greenfield 
Countryside sites rather than improving existing farm buildings to provide for the anticipated housing need. 
Blackdown Hills AONB support this policy, which as well as protecting the availability of smaller rural properties, helps to 
maintain the character and special qualities of the AONB. 
Cranborne Chase and West Wiltshire Downs AONB note that whilst there do not appear to be any major conflicts between the 
AONBs position and the draft Policy document suggest SSDC may wish to look at their publication particularly in relation to the 
floor area criteria given in relation to these categories of dwellings. In comparison, SSDC current figures appear to be fairly 
relaxed. 


Policy HG8 — Tatworth and Forton Parish Council consider the Policy will make it extremely difficult to replace existing dwellings in the 
Housing countryside due to the criteria being used and restrictive planning conditions. Whilst this may seem entirely reasonable, there 
Agricultural and is Some concern that future commitments for growth will place the emphasis on building housing estates on the greenfield 
Related Workers sites rather than improving existing farm buildings to provide for the anticipated housing need. 
SCC Acoustics Specialist — considers that the criteria do not address potential environmental conflicts that may arise if new 
housing is located in close proximity to an establish land use. This can happen where a farm may sell part of its holding to a 
commercial concern and see t to develop nearby areas for residential use. Suggest the consequence of the introduction of 
noise sensitive development should form an additional consideration of section 10.52 dealing with the emissions from 
development. 
Blackdown Hills AONB — support Policy HG8 with particular reference to criteria g., would suggest adding a reference to design, 
e.g. 'The design, siting and landscaping of the new dwelling...’ as all three elements are factors in minimising impact. 
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e Cranborne Chase and West Wiltshire Downs AONB note that whilst there do not appear to be any major conflicts between the 
AONBs position and the draft Policy document suggest SSDC may wish to look at their publication particularly in relation to the 
floor area criteria given in relation to these categories of dwellings. In comparison, SSDC current figures appear to be fairly 
relaxed. 


Policy HG9 — No comments. 
Removal of 

Agricultural and 

Other Occupancy 

Conditions 








Section 10. Economic Prosperity 

Paras. 10.1 — 10.9 It is considered that nowhere in the Economy chapter is there an acknowledgement that employment uses are not just the 
traditional B class uses and that other employment generating uses are acceptable on employment sites. It is suggested that 
for clarity the LPR ought to identify those other use classes which could be acceptable. The approach leading to B class uses 
only on identified employment sites would be at odds with national policy and an inflexible approach which will restrict ability 
to compete at the regional level by meeting the full range of industrial and other needs. 

Paragraph 10.9 is correct. 

Policy EP1 — The policy is supported in principle but should acknowledge that there are a wide range of employment generating uses which 

Strategic may be suitable for these sites. 

Employment Sites It would be logical to reassess sites allocated for employment use. The Bunford Lane site is suggested as a good example where 
the planned employment use is outdated. It is noted that para. 10.11 states that employment use is not being taken up so a 
stop-gap plan for a supermarket has been proposed. It is suggested that this site is used for housing as other uses are 
problematic. 

The landowner and developer had not suggested residential uses as an alternative cross funding mechanism, but if the council 
are encouraging a form of cross funding it should be as flexible as possible and include a wide range of uses such as those 
approved by the LDO at Nexus 25 in Taunton. 

o As landowners of this site, Abbey Manor state that they are prepared to consider a proportion of residential use within 
this employment site based upon the enlarged area which was proposed in the (now refused) scheme enable by 
inclusion of a supermarket. The issues raised on the Local Plan Review Issues and Options regarding allocations, do not 
appear to have been addressed. 
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The Local Plan Review includes a significant number of allocations, including those that will have a direct and indirect impact 
on the significance of national, known and unknown, designated and undesignated heritage assets. The text for many of the 
places in South Somerset refers to the quality of the historic environment or particular assets. The policies however are silent 
and provide no clarity for the decision makers as to what they should do about the historic environment. It is requested that 
the Council make available the Historic Environment Assessments of the proposed site allocations to demonstrate that the 
allocations would be in accordance with national policy for the historic environment. 

Area shown as employment on the edge of Yeovil (EP1) adjacent to YV9 is not in Yeovil but in West Coker parish. 

Yeovil: it is considered that most sites located well outside flood zones 2 and 3 with the exception of two EP1 allocations which 
are partly within the modelled flood plain of the Dodham Brook. It is noted that the SFRA identifies potential flood risk along 
ordinary watercourses — notably Dodham Brook and recommends detailed modelling to be undertaken as part of site specific 
FRA where development within flood zones 2/3. The Local Plan indicates planning permission is already in place and therefore 
it is not clear if any further modelling has been undertaken as part of these FRAs. It is recommended that any development site 
that is adjacent to or partly overlaps flood zones 2 and 3 should be backed up by modelling. 

Reference to ILMI/4 in paragraph 10.23, is confusing as there is no such Policy in either the adopted Local Plan or the LPR — 
suggests that it is intended to refer to Allocation ILMI/4 in the adopted Plan. It is considered important that proposed Policy 
IM3 clarifies that the purpose of the allocation is to enable the provision of other land at Station Road under Policy EP1, and 
that a mechanism for cross-subsidy is secured. 

For Crewkerne, any vehicular link through to Blacknell Lane and the existing employment land must not create a highway user 
safety issue having regarding the existing vehicle visibility splays available to the south on exiting the recycling centre. 

Para. 10.24 Submission of sites for employment land at Yeovilton — Land at Greenstalls Farm, Yeovilton. Both greenfield sites are highly 
accessible to the A303 and it is clear that the Council wishes to maximise the economic benefits of the long-awaited dualling of 
this strategic road. It is recommended that both Site A and Site B are allocated for employment land in the emerging Local 
Plan 

o Site Ais adjacent to Greenstalls Park that comprises agricultural buildings that have been converted, rebuilt and 
extended to accommodate commercial uses. Site A could therefore form an extension to Greenstalls Park, similar to the 
approach taken by allocations RD1-RD5. The site is considered to be unconstrained and within Zone B for Noise 
Exposure (RNAS Yeovilton), which has no implications for economic development. 

Site B is well related to RNAS Yeovilton and again is considered to be unconstrained. It is within Noise Exposure Zone A, 
which has no implications for economic development of the site. 

o The identification of employment sites in rural areas on key strategic routes is supported by strategies including: The 
Heart of the South West Productivity Strategy, the Somerset Growth Plan and SSDC’s ambitions which include being a 
place where businesses flourish, with the Action Plan seeking to ensure the delivery of adequate employment land and 
premises to meet different business needs and promote commercial investment. 
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o It is considered that whilst there is sufficient employment land identified in the district the delivery of this land 
continues to be an issue. The Council’s ELR highlights the constraints to the development market and that viability and 
landowner expectations are a key factor 

o The landowner is open to supporting a range of uses on these sites including opportunities for construction industry 
based trading/training area on Site A. 

On behalf of Katmar Properties, land is promoted at Cartgate for mixed use development and states that initial discussions 
with officers at the Council regarding proposals on the site. Anew mixed-use employment and leisure allocation should be 
allocated in the LPR to assist in facilitating economic growth in the District, help to attract major employers with specific 
locational needs and capture tourist and visitor spend through the creation of a ‘gateway to the south west’ destination. 

o Employment growth along the A303 can be sustainable and prosperous if it is in the right location near a more rural 
settlement (Martock) that will aid the community by providing local employment opportunities and reduce journey 
times to work. States that there is a need for a much greater emphasis on the importance of the tourism economy in the 
district and a policy which is more location specific in this regard. 

o Initial technical work on highway access, flood risk, drainage, ecology and archaeology has been carried out and has 
identified that the site is suitable for development. 

o Highways England is currently reviewing road infrastructure improvements along the route which could include a grade 
separated junction at Cartgate — the developer has commenced discussions with Highways England and is confident that 
a suitable development proposal can be achieved. 

o The site is within the open countryside and is visible from St Michaels Hill and Ham Hill, but it is contended the site is 
within a much broader vista and the area of the site merges into the landscape. 

o The site offers a similar opportunity to Gloucester Services that has successfully transitioned from traditional to new 
enterprises, using the motorway as an opportunity to diversify and continue the viability of their business, whilst 
keeping the agricultural traditions of the area alive. It is considered that present users of Cartgate services are 
predominantly short stay visitors who travel onwards to other destinations and that the site provides the prospect of 
capturing the spend of visitors passing through the district by creating a modern, attractive and useable destination that 
will entice users to stay in the district and visit nearby settlements. It is suggested that these facilities could be 
complimented by other employment uses including businesses wishing to locate close to the strategic road network. 
Initial proposals have been presented to the Council for development of part of the site comprising a hotel, petrol filling 
station and associated development including public walks and landscape features. It is considered that the petrol filling 
station provides a necessary convenience to commuters, but this needs to be a modern service area with the provision 
of amenities such as a shop, cafes and convenience restaurants and electric charging points, in association with an 
extensive area of green infrastructure for informal leisure and recreation (including camping). It is also stated that there 
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is a reasonable prospect of providing sustainable transport links between the development and Martock with 
opportunities to create similar links to Yeovil. 
Future development on the site would be on a phased basis for future B1, B2 and B8 development that would maximise 
accessibility to the wider transport network and it is considered that this could offer opportunities to showcase the food 
and drink business and technology of the west country through further development such as a food village, farmers 
market and employment. 
Policy EP2 — The revised length of marketing required by Policy EP2 in relation to the viability of existing businesses is noted, but it is 
Change of Use of considered that the approach is inconsistent with the flexible approach to change of use of buildings and reuse of buildings in 
Employment Land the countryside set out in the NPPF and GPDO consistent with the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Policy 
and Buildings EP2 should acknowledge that there are many buildings across the district which have been historically in employment use that 
are now redundant and inappropriate or unsustainably located for continued employment use. The policy should consider a 
criteria based approach, starting with the building’s suitability for employment, which should then trigger the marketing 
requirement if found to be suitable. 
Objection to this policy as it is considered that the change of use of employment land and buildings should be supported where 
the alternative use provides employment through industrial as well as other business activities. A wider range of uses brings 
vitality to an area and is often more attractive to employees and their employers. It is recommended that the wording of the 
first bullet point is amended to exempt a change of use from the marketing statement where the alternative use is an 
employment use (in the broadest sense) as the proposed use may well be the result of such marketing but the use may not be 
able to suffer the delay while the property is marketed for its existing use for the balance of 12 months. The protection of 
employment opportunity, not the original use, should be the priority of the policy. 
EP3 — Agree with paragraph 10.36 regarding the enhancement of existing employment areas offers an opportunity to make positive 
Enhancement of improvements. 
Existing It is considered that land north of Cartgate Services presents the opportunity to enhance the current picnic area by providing 
Employment improved services on the A303 which will be of an appropriate scale to its surroundings and offers the potential for further 
Areas improvements to the highway network. Suggests that this development would not compromise the vitality or viability of the 
nearby Town Centre as the development is specifically targeted at those passing through along the A303, and would create 
local jobs and persuade people to stay ad contribute towards the local economy. | tis also considered that the proposal could 
facilitate sustainable transport links between Yeovil and Martock. 
Supports this policy. 
Suggests that this policy also includes a requirement to enhance cycling and pedestrian infrastructure. 
Paras 10.37 — Promotion of two sites at ‘Land at Greenstalls Farm, Yeovilton’ for employment land and suggests that both sites are 
10.39 available, suitable and developable with a willing landowner, and suggest that these should be allocated for employment 
land in the LPR. 
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RD5 — 
Employment 
Development — 
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Additional parking space for businesses in rural areas should be tested against opportunities to improve car sharing public 





transport or active travel, or flexible working, similar to the test applied to tourist development. 

Site RD1 has previously been promoted through the previous stage of the LPR. Based on the recommendations of the 
Employment Land Review the landowner is fully supportive of the allocation of land to the east of Cadbury Business Park for 
employment purposes. The land remains available, suitable and deliverable for this purpose. 


Site RD2 has previously been promoted through the previous stage of the LPR. Based on the recommendations of the 
Employment Land Review the landowner is fully supportive of the allocation of land to the west of Cadbury Business Park for 
employment purposes. The land remains available, suitable and deliverable for this purpose. 


Supportive of the allocation and in agreement that Ilton represents a good location for growth. Further support for the 
justification for identifying Ilton as a Village in the hierarchy due to the increased potential for local employment and greater 
self-containment. Conquest Business Park has good access to the strategic road network and serves a rural hinterland and 
has the potential to reduce the need to travel. It is an attractive, modern development which offers good new build 
accommodation with car parking. 

The B3168 junction with West Street in Ilminster is not ideal for intensification in use by larger vehicles, developers of these 
sites (RD3 and RD4) should be encouraged to enter into routing agreements whereby all traffic accesses the A303 by using 
Cad Road and the A358. 

Supportive of the allocation and in agreement that Ilton represents a good location for growth. Further support for the 
justification for identifying Ilton as a Village in the hierarchy due to the increased potential for local employment and greater 
self-containment. Conquest Business Park has good access to the strategic road network and serves a rural hinterland and 
has the potential to reduce the need to travel. It is an attractive, modern development which offers good new build 
accommodation with car parking. 

The B3168 junction with West Street in Ilminster is not ideal for intensification in use by larger vehicles, developers of these 
sites (RD3 and RD4) should be encouraged to enter into routing agreements whereby all traffic accesses the A303 by using 
Cad Road and the A358. 

Fully supportive of the allocation at Lopen Head Nursery. 
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Para. 10.42 e Suggests that a new policy is introduced after paragraph 10.42 as follows: 
POLICY RD6 -STRATEGIC ECONOMIC GROWTH — LAND NORTH OF CARTGATE SERVICE AREA 
The site to the north of Cartgate Service Area Is allocated for mixed use development providing for the following: 
Petrol Filling Station, associated parking and service facilities 
Hotel 
Public Open Space 
Access via Cartgate roundabout (A303) 
Policy EP4 — Support 
Delivering e Support expressed for the policy approach to deliver rural employment targets. 
Employment Land | e Support for the policy approach to allocating sites in Villages, Rural Settlements and countryside locations (i.e. policies RD1- 
in Villages, Rural RD5). There are more car journeys to work given the rural nature of the district and ever reducing public transport provision. 
Settlements and Employment hubs in accessible locations reduce overall journey times as they are situated in locations that serve a wider 
the Countryside rural hinterland — recognised by the NPPF. It is recommended that the ‘sites at Greenstalls Farm, Yeovilton’ are identified as 
employment allocations in the context of Policy EP4. 
Considers that their client is broadly in agreement with this policy and that the proposals on ‘land to the north of Cartgate 
Services’ are of such potential significance to justify inclusion in the Local Plan. It is suggested that the policy should include 
support for economic development proposals on main infrastructure routes by adding the following clauses: 
o “They are strategically placed along an arterial road network.” 
o “Can significantly contribute towards the tourist economy in the district” 
Object 
e The role of the historic environment should be considered in policies throughout the Plan particularly in EP4 and EP5 where 
the impact could be significant in small villages. The current wording used in EP4 and EPS is not compliant with national 
policy — relevant paragraph 132 states great weight should be given to the conservation of heritage assets. Furthermore 
special regard must be given to desirability of preserving the setting of a listed building in legislation (S66 and S72 of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990). Further consideration should be given to the relevant 
paragraphs of the NPPF (including 129 and 152). The Plan should also how the quality of the historic environment could be 
conserved and enhanced in order to encourage employment and create successful places for business to located and attract 
inward investment. Are there opportunities for heritage-led regeneration? Reference to the SSDC Heritage Strategy is 
encouraged regarding how improvements that can improve the visitor experience. 
It is considered that this policy effectively invites footloose businesses to identify new, unplanned business locations, in less 
than sustainable locations that might not have otherwise been strategically tested in the way that the allocations have. 
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The provision and funding of significant infrastructure at the allocated sites is predicated on these sites meeting identified 
future demand for employment uses, the viability of which can only be undermined by this policy. It is noted that a degree of 
choice is desirable and otherwise legislated for in the Plan, but this policy is seen as an invitation for larger scale proposals to 
seek unallocated sites in Villages, Rural Settlements and the countryside and is not considered to be good planning. The 
reference to larger sites should either be deleted or the circumstances in which this might be allowed should be clarified by 
policy to be exceptional. 

In relation to delivering employment in villages, rural settlements and the countryside, the AONB has found that there can be 
some confusion between setting up independent businesses, albeit in a rural location, and farm diversification. It is 
considered that very often workers commute out from settlements to employment sites that are in rural locations and 
thereby contribute to additional traffic in rural areas and associated loss of tranquillity. The AONB’s position is set out ina 
statement on farm diversification. 

Policy EP5 — Support expressed for this policy. 

Expansion of The inclusion of Policy EP5 is supported. It is noted that the supporting text recognises that there are likely to be instances 

Existing Business where the expansion into the open countryside is appropriate and this is supported by national policy. The NPPF also states 

in the that sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments which respect the character of the countryside should be enabled by 

Countryside planning policy. Whilst the policy is supported, it is suggested that it needs to reference the specific circumstances for current 

employment land in the countryside which is located adjacent to arterial roads such as the A303. It is recommended that the 
following criterion is added to the policy: “The proposed development is located in a sustainable and strategic location along 
the regionally significant A303.” 

The role of the historic environment should be considered in policies throughout the Plan. The current wording used in EP4 
and EPS is not compliant with national policy — relevant paragraph 132 states great weight should be given to the 
conservation of heritage assets. Furthermore special regard must be given to desirability of preserving the setting of a listed 
building in legislation (S66 and S72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990). Further 
consideration should be given to the relevant paragraphs of the NPPF (including 129 and 152). The Plan should also consider 
how the quality of the historic environment could be conserved and enhanced in order to encourage employment and create 
successful places for business to located and attract inward investment. Are there opportunities for heritage-led 
regeneration? Reference to the SSDC Heritage Strategy is encouraged regarding how improvements that can improve the 
visitor experience. 

Policy EP6 — Farm Support is expressed for this policy. 

Diversification The role of the historic environment should be considered in policies throughout the Plan. There is no appropriate wording in 
EP6 in relation to the consideration of the role of the historic environment — relevant NPPF paragraph 132 states great weight 
should be given to the conservation of heritage assets. Furthermore special regard must be given to desirability of preserving 
the setting of a listed building in legislation (S66 and S72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990). 
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Further consideration should be given to the relevant paragraphs of the NPPF (including 129 and 152). The Plan should also 
consider how the quality of the historic environment could be conserved and enhanced in order to encourage employment 
and create successful places for business to located and attract inward investment. Are there opportunities for heritage-led 
regeneration? Reference to the SSDC Heritage Strategy is encouraged regarding how improvements that can improve the 
visitor experience. 
Policy EP7 — No comments received. 
Henstridge 
Airfield 
Policy EP8 — New Support is expressed for this policy particularly within the beautiful countryside landscape of South Somerset. 
and Enhanced The jump racing venue of Wincanton Racecourse is considered to be a major tourist attraction in the region and contributor 
Tourism Facilities to the local and regional economy, attracting over 27.000 race-goers each year. The emerging policy framework should 
protect and support the ongoing operations and future investment/enhancement of the racecourse and other 
complementary functions on the site. It is noted that the racecourse is recognised in the Local Plan Review and the main 
relevant policy is EP8. As the racecourse is located outside the settlement of Wincanton in the open countryside, the wording 
in policy EP8 is supported regarding new and enhanced tourism facilities outside settlements that must be in keeping with 
the scale of the location and landscape setting. However, it is considered that the wording of EP8 fails to meet the needs of 
the racecourse in terms of any potential expansion and development of the site. It is recommended that the policy is adapted 
or a specific policy developed for the racecourse to enable the facility to improve, expand and develop as required. 
o Wincanton Town Centre Strategy recognises the importance of the racecourse to the town centre, and as a key asset 
that can provide opportunities to improve the town centre going forward — this should be recognised in the Local Plan 
Review. 
Bourne Leisure endorses the supporting text to Policy EP8 that recognises the value of tourism to the local economy and are 
supportive of tourism related development. Concerns are raised that the policy does not adequately correspond with the 
supporting text, and it is considered that it is critical that it covers all aspects of tourism development to support suitable 
tourism opportunities in the district. Suggests that the following key issues are addressed: 
o Provide clarity that both new and enhanced tourism accommodation and facilities will be supported to more clearly 
align with the supporting text. 
Take a more positive approach in supporting the growth of existing tourism related businesses and ancillary 
development — particularly for properties such as the Cricket St Thomas Hotel whereby small but significant projects 
and comprehensive schemes for enhancement and extension is essential to their long term success; 
Allow for the appropriate mitigation of any adverse impacts that tourism related development proposals may have on 
the District’s environmental assets or culture heritage; 
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Provide greater support for a range of tourist accommodation and facilities in the countryside. The current approach 
that relates to the reuse of existing buildings is regarded as contrary to national guidance that takes a more supportive 
stance to tourism development in rural areas. For example, maintaining and enhancing tourism accommodation is vital 
to the long term success at sites in the open countryside such as the Cricket St Thomas Hotel and will provide benefits 
to the local economy and the historic environment. A more nuanced approach would provide greater consistency with 
the NPPF, and the policy should not restrict new tourism accommodation in the countryside through only the re-use of 
existing buildings. 
Proposed amendments to the policy are provided in relation to these issues. The implications if the policy is not 
amended are considered to be the lack of clarity regarding whether support exists for a range of tourism related 
developments. Without appropriate policy support it is suggested that future investment may be diverted to assets in 
alternative locations where there is greater certainty. The supporting text in para. 10.65 should be updated to be 
consistent with national policy and proposed amendments to Policy EP8 in terms of appropriate measures for control 
and mitigation to ensure that statutorily designated sites (natural and cultural) are not compromised. 
Questions why this policy restricts new holiday accommodation to existing buildings only. It is considered that the restriction 
of accommodation to holiday uses only is overly restrictive and does not support the viability of tourism provision. It is 
suggested that the policy approach adopted by Exmoor National Park Authority that allows the property to switch between 
holiday accommodation and affordable housing that would boost the supply of affordable accommodation in rural areas. 


Section 11. Town Centre Regeneration and Retail 


Town Centre 
Regeneration and 
Retail 

Paras. 11.1.- 11.5 


Interfering with Yeovil car park provision would be a deterrent to those coming into Yeovil and using services in the town 
centre and the hospital. Even the loss or one or two car parks is considered to put pressure on the remaining car parks and 
restrict people coming into town which could lead to the closure of shops and financial services. 

Town centre regeneration is dependent on consumer growth which cannot simply be met by additional people living in the 
town centre. It will also depend on consumers travelling into the centre which will require sufficient car parking capacity. 
An "improved customer experience" must include the ability for customers to be able to park easily near the facilities on 
offer. 

The Public Realm Strategy is a key relevant strategy, but the role it will play in ensuring an attractive, vital and vibrant town 
centre is not clear. What role can the historic environment can play in increasing the vitality and attractiveness of the town 
centres? 

Support statement in 11.4 

Commends the policy of keeping uses such as gyms and cafes to a minimum on out of town employment sites as town 
centre viability is a social service, reducing social isolation and contributing directly to health. It is agreed that the impact of 
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internet sales is a secular trend and other uses, including residential, should be considered for town centre sites. Internet 
sales are also driving up LGV traffic significantly, so consideration should be given to facilitating alternatives for clean last 
mile delivery e.g. cargo bike delivery service depot. 
Policy TC1 — Yeovil The Cattle Market Site is partially within the Conservation Area. Petters Way is just on the outside of the Conservation Area 
Town Centre but surrounded by Grade II listed buildings. It is recommended that the Council make available the Historic Environment 
Regeneration Sites Assessments of the proposed site allocations and be able to demonstrate that the allocations would be in accordance with 
national policy for the historic environment 
Oppose building on car parks as it affects capacity of remaining car parks. Petters Way is particularly essential especially 
when events are on at the Octagon Theatre. This car park and Stars Lane is essential for accessing town centre food outlets, 
services and facilities 
With regard to Yeovil Refresh it is considered that more emphasis should be given to blue badge disabled parking spaces on 
flat, accessible areas. 
Too many homes are planned for the town centre and it is considered that this will lead to future ghettos. 
Surprised that the former cattle market site cannot support more than 120 dwellings. It is considered that this site should 
be able to support more residential accommodation at the expense of more retail uses which will only serve to shift the 
town centre emphasis away from the existing centre and create more space within town centres that are generally 
shrinking. If the policy is intended to exclude the public car parks then it is suggested that this should be made clearer. It is 
recommended that there should be more information within the public domain about the landowners’ specific proposals 
for these sites as there is uncertainty about the extent to which the Council wishes to see the retail area of the town centre 
consolidate or expand. 
‘Land to the north of Cartgate services’ could help contribute to ensuring Yeovil is easy to get to and safe, convenient and 
attractive to move through, as the proposals open up the opportunity for sustainable transport links in and out of Yeovil, 
encouraging tourists travelling onwards to the south west to stop and make use of leisure facilities available in the town. 
Policy TC2 — There is a significant issue with the lack of parking in Somerset particularly on-street parking as a result of insufficient off- 
Development in street/residential parking. The need for parking is exacerbated by poor public transport provision, and the high proportion 
the Designated of self-employed workers that use cars and vans. Questions whether the Council will be providing an EV charging point in 
Yeovil Town Centre every public parking space. It is likely that more parking spaces will be required in the future rather than less. 
Support for the viability driven relaxation of parking and other standards for residential elements of town centre 
development. It is considered that the suggested re-development of a significant proportion of the existing town centre car 
parking provision does raise concerns about the long term adequacy of parking provision to a rejuvenated town centre. 
Policy TC3 — Chard | No comments. 
Town Centre 
Regeneration Site 
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Policy TC4 — Retail No comments. 
Hierarchy 


e Reference to town entre uses in this policy are not defined and are therefore open to subjective interpretation. It is 
suggested that the policy should clarify which uses will be applied to so as to ensure that the policy does not conflict with 


Policy TC5 — 
Location of Main 


Town Centre Uses 
(The Sequential 
Approach) 

Policy TC6 — No comments. 

Floorspace 

Thresholds for 

Impact 

Assessments 

Policy TC7 — e Itis suggested that the policy might be adapted to have regard to issues that might arise from the introduction of noise 
Protection of Retail sensitive uses and the potential constraints this might have on nearby retail or commercial functions. Suggests that criterion 
Uses in Primary f. might be amended to state: “give rise to or have amenity compromised by noise, smell or other environmental problem”. 
Shopping Areas 

Policy TC8 — No comments. 

Neighbourhood 

Centres 

Policy TC9 — e Support for the policy approach as it will help protect the districts valued community and cultural facilities, including its 
Protection and theatres. Consider this policy is consistent with the NPPF, particularly paragraph 92. 

Provision of Local 

Shops, Community 

Facilities and 

Services 


other policies of the Plan. 






Section 12. Transport and Accessibility 


Paras. 12.1-12.11 e The main comment with regard to transport is that there are still concerns that the options put forward have not been 
given enough consideration to highways and transport issues. 
e SCC are content that there are no fundamental highway issues that would prevent the sites within the Preferred Options 
consultation coming forward as planning applications, but in order to assess what infrastructure is needed full traffic 
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modelling and transport assessments are required to show the overall impact on the highway and transport network, 
particularly at challenging sites. It is recommended that a district-wide Transport Strategy is developed. 
Para. 12.4 - the aim is to maintain car use at current levels. Suggests that this is amended to clarify whether ‘current levels’ 
is in percentage terms or absolute terms as given population growth and housing growth the latter implies some degree of 
modal shift, and the former none at all. 
(e) Support for points made in relation to home working and internet connectivity. 
Policy TA1 — Low Whilst Bruton is fortunate enough to be serviced by a train line to London, Bath and Bristol, it is considered that most other 
Carbon Travel areas of the district with large numbers of new residents will have no choice but to travel by car contributing to increased 
pollution and working against the aims of the recently declared Climate Emergency. It is suggested that sustainable 
transport infrastructure such as car charging points should be put in place in all new homes and substantial improvements 
made to public transport. 
Policy TA1 fails to include location as a factor in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. It does not make sense to have policies 
to address this issue whilst proposing to develop large numbers of houses in Martock where 80% of householders will travel 
to work where there is no public transport at commuter times. A paragraph promoting the principle of building dwellings 
close to centres of employment is suggested. 
Bourne Leisure has a good understanding of how best to deliver low carbon infrastructure, and raises a number of 
concerns: 

o The expectation to provide travel information packs, travel website and travel vouchers for all major development is 
particularly onerous. It is suggested that the policy is amended to recognise that sustainable transport is more 
difficult to achieve in rural areas — particularly for tourism related developments in remote areas the private car is the 
most feasible option for visitors (particularly families) and for staff that often work outside traditional work patterns. 
The policy should provide clarity that the standards for electric vehicle charging points only applies to development 
involving the creation of new parking spaces. It is considered that there needs to be flexibility in siting charging points 
as there can be pressures on electrical networks and capacity. 

In relation to planning obligations, Policy TA1 only links such obligations to the scale of development proposed as 
opposed to considering the context of the developments and suggests rewording to ensure compliance with the 
relevant legislation so that obligations are applied where they are necessary, fair and reasonable. 
The Council should fully evidence the need, and design expectations for the delivery of electric vehicle charging points and 
other elements of the policy and robustly viability test these requirements alongside policies HG3 and HGS to ensure that it 
will not cumulatively affect the delivery of affordable housing. In particular, it is considered that the significant variance in 
the types and requirements of home working may be difficult and unreasonable for developers to demonstrate that a 
specific work area is provided. 





170 


South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





e There will be an increased take up of both public and private electric vehicles during the Plan period and these considerations 
should be taken into account in the formation of any development plan. 

e The Council could do more by having a policy of delivering infrastructure such as electric vehicle charging. 

e Support for para. 12.10 that recognises that for certain schemes due to their size and scale that it may not be viable or 
indeed feasible to require all the measures set out in paragraph 12.11 to be delivered. Welcomes that this is left to 
applicants to justify through supporting evidence whether or not measures can be included. 

e |n 12.10 the Plan recognises that for certain schemes due to their size and scale that it may not be viable or feasible to 
require all the measures set out in paragraph 12.11 to be delivered. However, the fact that this is left to applicants to justify 
through supporting material is not welcomed. 

e Policy TA1 is not supported. The policy requires that each new dwelling with one or more parking spaces shall provide at least 
one EV charging point (EVCP) — the NPPF requires that the policy requirement for EVCPs should be clearly written and 
unambiguous, and therefore it is suggested that the policy should clearly specify the quantum and type of provision sought 
i.e. either AC Level 1 or AC Level 2 EVCP or other alternatives. It is requested that this should be supported by evidence 
demonstrating technical feasibility and financial viability. 

e Itis considered that there may be practical difficulties associated with EVCP provision to apartment developments or housing 
developments with communal shared parking. It is recommended that any requirement should be fully justified by 
engagement with the main energy suppliers to determine network capacity to accommodate any adverse impacts arising 
from such a policy requirement. There may be constraints to increasing the electric loading and new infrastructure may be 
necessary. Fundamental concerns are expressed regarding feasibility and deliverability in terms of the effect on viability. 

e Supportive of the principle of Policy TA1 i.b) — but it is essential that it is tested against the costs for provision of electricity 
Capacity to support this infrastructure — as there are known constraints to capacity in the district. Encourages the Council to 
engage in a strategic review of these potential constraints that are likely to impact on many of the base line assumptions of 
the LPR before this particular requirement is adopted. 

e Supportive of efforts to reduce carbon travel, but it is considered that the provision of EVCPs significantly increases the load 
requirement on individual housing schemes, depending on the nature of the charging points and numbers required. The 
Council will need to engage with the main energy suppliers to determine network. It is recommended that flexibility is built 
into the Policy to ensure that it does not result in an approach which is prescriptive and could render a development proposal 
unviable. The policy is recommended to be amended to state: “Development proposals which include electric charging 
facilities for electric vehicles to reduce carbon travel will be supported”. 

e |tis important to note that over the Plan period there will be an increased take up in the use of electric vehicles and it is 
expected that both public and private transport will be less reliant on fossil fuels in order to meet the aspirations of the 
updated Climate Change Act. Suggests that these considerations should be taken into account in the formation of any 
development plan that has at time horizon of 2034. 
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e Supports encouragement for the use of electric and hybrid vehicles via a national standardised approach implemented 
through the Building Regulations. 

e |tis suggested that para. 12.11 and Policy TA1 need a fundamental rethink along the lines advocated by CIHT, if genuine 
sustainable travel choice is to be achieved. Questions whether it is ambitious enough to aim for 30% of trips to be non-car 
particularly in urban Yeovil where the highway projects are all about increasing capacity rather than reducing demand for 
road travel. In the context of the county/district declaring a climate emergency it is not credible to be planning for increased 
levels of motor traffic based on ‘predict and provide’ models, and a ‘decide and provide’ approach to maximising sustainable 
transport options should be taken to reduce motor traffic. 

e Para. 12.11 e) Good broad band connections are important to encouraging home working, but it is not clear how this is a 
matter which can be influenced by a developer who is not normally an ISP — particularly given the shift from landline 
broadband to mobile 4G and 5G provision. 

e lt is recommended that all developments of 5 dwellings or more should be required to provide fibre optic connectivity 
including opportunities for neighbouring developments to connect. 

e TA1i.f) — acknowledges that good broadband connections are important to encouraging home working, but states that it is 
unclear how this can be influenced by a developer who is not an ISP — particularly as there is a shift from land line provided 
broadband to mobile 4G and 5G provision. 

e TA1 ii.3. It is considered that the proposed timing of provision is likely to adversely affect the timing of delivery of new 
development. It is suggested that on smaller sites where provision is to be made by others and a contribution towards the 
cost is made by the development, the contribution may be made prior to occupation, but delivery will be outside of the 
control of the developer and therefore will prevent occupation until a third party has made the provision — this is considered 
to be unreasonable. On larger sites it is recommended that provision should be phased so that viability of the development 
and maintaining cashflow is not compromised. 

e Sport England’s ‘Active Design’ guidance has been revised and it may be useful to provide a cross-reference to this. It is 
considered that being active should be an intrinsic part of everyone’s life pattern, and the guidance supports the creation of 
healthy communities through the land use planning system and sets out 10 principles of active Design. A link to a developer’s 
checklist has been provided and development is encouraged to be designed in line with these principles to secure sustainable 
design. 

e There are some good measures required of major developments but these should be provided across the district not just 
pockets of good practice where there has been new development. It is suggested that the goals for travel and transport 
should be: 

O Reduce car dependence and the need for daily travel. 
O Make it easy and attractive for people to walk and cycle. 
O Promote car sharing and public transport. 
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Promote low/zero carbon travel including EVs and charging infrastructure. 
Raise awareness of the impacts of travel and promote alternatives to air travel and Gold Standard off setting. 
There is local concern about the traffic impacts of new development in Bruton given the bottlenecks and one-way 
system. 
There should be a greater commitment for the actual implementation of low carbon travel articulated in 12.11 and Policy 
TA1. In relation to Milborne Port, 12.11 d) should be acted upon in the establishment of a safe cycle route between Milborne 
Port and Sherborne within the lifetime of the Plan. 
It is considered that point i.d) that refers to the SCC cycle parking strategy, should refer to the Active Travel Strategy. 
Additionally, it is suggested that the policy should make reference to developments delivering infrastructure that will be set 
out in the Local Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP). The Yeovil LCWIP is currently in the early stages of 
development and SCC has received requests for similar work to be carried out in other towns in the district such as Chard. 
Policy TA2 — Rail The Plan appears to be sound and more homes are needed in all areas of the country. Concern that there is not enough 
Facilities supporting growth and no real commitment to green infrastructure and transport. Changes in rail could have a benefit on 
employment, attracting working people to the area, on tourism and reduce the prevalence for travelling by car. The potential 
for reopening stations in some of the smaller towns should be explored this would make it easier for older residents to travel 
and become less isolated. 
Policy TA3 — Travel Objection to the inclusion of criterion ii. as it refers to guidance which does not need to be complied with. The existing 
Plans guidance is flexible and this should be applied on a case by case basis with the rationale for not following guidance clearly 
articulated. It is considered that the blanket exclusion of these areas of guidance are unacceptable and may affect the 
deliverability and effectiveness of travel plans. 
Policy TA4 — Highways England draws attention to current performance of the SRN within and just outside the district’s boundaries. 
Transport Impact Several SRN junctions on the A303 and J25 of the M5 are already constrained at peak times. The improvements to the A303 
of New Sparkford to Ilchester are highlighted and the current situation relating to the DCO is alluded to. Furthermore the 
Development announcement of the preferred route for dualling the A358 corridor between Southfields roundabout and J25 of the M5 will 
also be subject to an application for a DCO. 
Any development site having an adverse impact on the SRN leading to or increasing queuing or increasing the period of 
queuing would be considered severe and mitigation will be sought. This should be agreed at the Local Plan stage to support 
any allocations identified. 
Highways England welcomes the approach set out in TA4, but no specific infrastructure requirements or the IDP are either 
referenced or signposted within this policy. 
It is clear from the allocations in Ilchester that the new housing will be almost 100% commuter-owned, given the access to 
the A37 and A303, and this is contrary to planning policies. The northern Yeovil corridor is already overloaded at peak times 
and the impact of the new development has not been assessed. A Traffic Management Plan has been produced for the 
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development for 150 dwellings in Ilchester but this only addresses the construction phased and it is considered that the 
policy requirements in relation to transport impact has not been addressed. It is strongly requested that a Plan is produced to 
achieve policy compliance and that for future development a travel impact plan forms part of any decision. 

The acknowledgement of the health impacts of travel are welcomed at the start of the section and the need to consider 
people with disabilities, as this is likely to increase over time as a consequence of an ageing population. 

Pleased to see that an integrated cycle network is proposed for Yeovil to address air quality issues, which will also have 
health benefits. 

The promotion of electric vehicles is welcomed given their beneficial impacts on air quality compared to fossil fuels, but EVs 
do affect air quality through particulate matter from brakes and tyres and contribute more to congestion and road traffic 
collisions than active travel or public transport. 

The CIHT report Better Planning, Better Transport, Better Places advocates a ‘decide and provide’ approach where the 
sustainable transport provision comes first. This sets out a simple hierarchy of provisions that prioritises sustainable modes of 
travel before any highway layout is planned, which ensures that new communities are future proofed and future behaviour 
change programmes are implemented. It is also recommended that the Local Plan should include a clear statement of the 
minimum quality of accessibility by sustainable modes to offer a credible choice in the local context and ensure development 
proposals satisfy these criteria for accessing key local destinations. It is suggested that it should be clarified that predict and 
provide approaches will not be supported and an approach that focuses on how to deliver the sustainable transport options 
ME IEA in the Plan will be required. 


The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges can be applied to the design of motorway and all-purpose trunk roads, but it is 
inappropriate for rural roads where its stringent provisions would render most development unachievable. It is 
recommended that the second sentence in para. 12.22 is deleted. 
Support for new developments being designed to maximise the potential for sustainable transport. It is considered that land 
north of Cartgate Services offers the opportunity to create sustainable transport links between the development and Yeovil 
that would draw tourists using the services as a stop off destination to use the leisure facilities in the town. There are also 
opportunities to create sustainable transport links between the site and Martock, and to further road infrastructure 
improvements to the junction with the A303 that would be designed to avoid prejudicing future road widening. 
Policy TAS — There is a significant issue with the lack of parking in Somerset particularly on-street parking as a result of insufficient off- 
Parking Standards street/residential parking. The need for parking is exacerbated by poor public transport provision, and the high proportion of 
self-employed workers that use cars and vans. Questions whether the council will be providing an EV charging point in every 
public parking space. It is likely that more parking spaces will be required in the future rather than less. 
The status of the SCC Parking Strategy is questioned and whether it is a SPD. If so, it should not be referred to in Policy TAS as 
it gives development plan status to a document that has not been produced in accordance with the Local Plan Regulations of 
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2012. It is considered that there is a need to ensure that any car parking standards referred to in the Local Plan are in 
accordance with the NPPF paras. 105-106. 

There is a fundamental error of thinking in relation to parking provision in seeking to cater for all demand for parking at all 
times by means of increasing capacity — as this means sub-optimal usage of land. It is considered that the pricing of parking 
can influence demand and supply and thus income levels can be maintained or be increased by pricing parking by location 
and time to maximise utility without negative impacts caused by traffic circulating for parking. Increasing supply to match 
demand will have a negative impact on the attractiveness of the urban realm and make walking, public transport and cycling 
less attractive as options for travel. Enhancing the public realm as car free with high quality pedestrian and cycling provision 
and good public transport achieves greater viability for retail. 

Policy TA5 will require reconsideration, as parking requirements should be informed by mode share targets for the locality 
and individual development based on the residual requirement for car trips, taking into account car club vehicles. There 
should be a requirement in travel plans that developers will manage parking expectations so that prospective residents 
understand any limitations on car parking, and controlled parking in some new developments may be appropriate. 


Section 13. Health and Wellbeing 

Paras 13.1 — 13.7 Considered that this section has missed a fundamental proposal which is the longstanding aspiration for Chard Town 
Football Club to relocate to a new ground. Considered imperative that it is included in the LPR and that the site at Mount 
Hindrance be identified for the relocation of the football club in accordance with planning application 10/04057/OUT. 
SCC- Health —considered that the Plan shows clear awareness of the link between planning and health in its widest sense. 
Suggested that the Plan could be more ambitious with regard to health and associated environmental sustainability. Note 
that response to undersupply at Yeovil has not been to reinforce the concentration of development in the largest 
settlement which usually has the greatest benefit in terms of reducing travel, improving cycling and walking infrastructure. 
Suggests sustainability is subservient to development as an aim. 
Cranborne Chase and West Wiltshire Downs AONB suggested that it should be recognised that countryside areas, such as 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, can contribute significantly to health and wellbeing via the physical and spiritual 
recreation opportunities they offer. 
Object to the concept that developers will be asked to fund new primary healthcare facilities and improvements and 
expansion at YDH. Primary care practices are funded by the NHS using general taxation collected nationally through 
contracts which GP’s have with the NHS which is understood to include payments for premises and increases in population. 
The Woodland Trust Welcome para 13.1. Recommend that the Woodland Access Standard be adopted by South Somerset 
as a measure of success. This standard aims to ensure everyone has reasonable access to woodland: 
No person should live more than 500mn from at least one area of accessible woodland on no less than 2ha in size, and 
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There should be at least one area of accessible woodland of no less than 20ha within 4km (8km round trip) of people’s 
homes. 
Encourage SSDC to includes a specific requirement for new trees to be incorporated in every new development. Guide to 
residential development may help provide a framework. 
SCC Acoustics Specialist — notes that para 13.6 expresses an intention to promote community hall space urges that 
developments only be granted when they are able to demonstrate functional internal acoustics. 

Para 13.8 — 13.12 Sport England state that standards are sometimes used to help quantify the need that may be generated from a 
development. However, there are some risks and weaknesses with their use that should be highlighted: 

o They can be too generic with a single standard covering a number of facilities or pitch types (e.g. x hectares for outdoor 
sport as opposed to a local assessment that may identify a shortfall of cricket and youth football pitches but adequate 
provision of adult football pitches). Such standards do not reflect the range of needs for different facility types that fall 
under a generic heading, or provide any certainty as to what specific needs will be generated from a development and 
therefore what provision is necessary; 

Standards do not provide details of the needs that may be generated for the actual use of a facility. Standards therefore 
have limitations when seeking to improve existing provision to increase its capacity. 

Standards propose a certain amount of new provision for a given population. This level of new provision may not be 
necessary and may not relate to identified needs and actions as set out in a supporting evidence base document. For 
example, improving the quality or accessibility of existing provision to increase its capacity may be a more appropriate 
way to meet the need generated by a development. 

If the underlying evidence base, and how the standard has been developed, is not robust and up to date then it may be 
difficult to justify their use. 

The existence of a local standard in a Local Plan, or other development plan document, does not necessarily in itself 
justify the requirement to seek provision for a specific facility type from an individual development. It would need to be 
underpinned by a robust assessment of need and developed further to provide a specific local requirement (e.g. an 
identified project or contribution to an identified project) informed by appropriate feasibility studies, costings etc. 

The NPPF does not advocate the use of local standards for assessing the needs or providing for sporting provision (unlike 
PPG17 (2002) which it replaced). In terms of planning for sport and recreation it advises that specific evidence of the 
need for provision should be provided along with clarity of what provision is required (NPPF para 96). The Government’s 
Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) points to Sport England’s guidance on assessing needs for sporting provision. Rather than 
advocating the development of standards this guidance, takes the requirements of paragraph 96 of the NPPF and helps 
the user develop this more specific evidence. 
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Paras 13.13 —13.18 


Policy HW1 — 
Provision of Open 
Space, Outdoor 


Playing Space, 
Sports, Cultural 
and Community 
Facilities in New 
Development 


Policy HW2 — 
Green 
Infrastructure 


South Somerset 
District Council 


o Applying a standard without robust evidence that existing provision, within a reasonable catchment of the individual 


development and in its current condition, is unable to meet the additional need will fail to demonstrate that the 
provision sought is necessary. 


SCC Transport Policy - Para 13.13. Consider that the list of green infrastructure assets at the end of this paragraph should 
include Bridleways and Restricted Byways as these are also open to pedestrians and cyclists. 

Strongly support paras 13.13-13.18. Para 13.15 suggest a wording change from ‘help to combat climate change’ to ‘help 
build adaption and resilience to climate change’ to ensure the severity of climate change is not underestimated and 
perceived as reversible. 

Note para 13.17 that Green Infrastructure Strategy will identify clear priorities. Woodland Trust would like to explore how it 
might support the development and delivery of such a strategy. Wold strongly advocate a County-wide approach to Gl. 


SCC — Acoustics Specialist — notes that the Policy focusses on the provision of outdoor play space. Considers that the 
supporting text should draw attention to the potential noise from this type of development on residential amenity. 
Suggested that the Plan might identify how these impacts might vary with respect to the types of sporting uses, times of 
use, intensity of use and days of use. This would appear helpful when providing development ‘clarity’ as advocated in the 
third bullet point of section 13.3. The issue of noise impact from outside play facilities is also a feature that may influence 
their sustainability and be significant to comments made in section 13.25. 

SCC - Health welcome the inclusion of these facilities in new development as they make a significant contribution to 
wellbeing and the prevention of ill health. Their importance to children is implied but could be more specific. 

Sport England state that they promote the wider use of existing and new sports facilities to serve more than one group of 
users. Sport England will encourage potential providers to consider opportunities for joint provision and dual use of 
facilities in appropriate locations e.g. Sports facilities at schools are an important resource for the whole community. 

Cllr Seaton agrees with the Policy. 

Noted that the approach to open space provision at SSDC is flexible and welcomes the opportunity to work with the Council 
to provide adequate facilities, including dual use open space. 

SCC Acoustics Specialist - in support for Policy HW2 section 13.13 it might also highlight the aural benefits of Green 
Infrastructure as the presence of some features such as trees and water features can help to enhance tranquillity by 
providing noise masking to reduce the significance of other unwanted urban noise. A link to ‘Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan 
to Improve the Environment’ https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/25-yearenvironment- plan may also be 
helpful. 





177 


South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 


South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





Intent of the Policy is welcomed by the Woodland Trust. Recommend strengthening HW2ii to make clear the interrelation 
of the subsequent features and benefits and the importance of protection. For example: 'Development proposals should 
result in a protected, expanded, maintained and enhanced green infrastructure network of connected and multifunctional 
open spaces that meet the following interrelated requirements'. 

Strongly support HW2iig. Recommend that an explicit target is set although this may follow further assessment in the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy. Suggest a minor wording change from 'tree cover' to 'tree canopy cover', which is a more specific 
measurement. 

SCC — Health - Paragraph 13.15 and HW2 highlights the benefits of trees. Notes that at present there is an issue with 
highways over the provision for street trees. These will be increasingly important for shade and urban cooling in the coming 
decades, so this policy could be strengthened by making explicit a requirement for street trees of appropriate species to be 
incorporated in major developments. 

The sentence beginning with “the former will require an initial landscape maintenance plan to .....” seems out of place as 
there is no “former” to refer to It is important that Policy leaves genuine choice to developers regarding the provisions for 
management of open space, given the Councils decision to establish a “for profit” company that intends to provide this 
service. 

Environment Agency - support the principles of this policy. Note that considerations about adequate buffers between 
watercourses and new development, and ensuring adequate treatment and consideration of locations of discharge of 
water, is valuable in protecting the environment in the future. This is particularly important in regards to the delivery of 
environmental net gains through development. 


Policy HW3 — SSC Acoustics Specialist - Policy HW3 suggests policy may need supporting text to highlight the risk presented by new 

Protection of Play housing and residential amenity that encroach on existing facilities 

Spaces and Youth Sport England quote para 97 of NPPF. State that they would be very concerned if any existing sport & recreation land & 

Provision buildings including playing pitches would be affected by these proposals without adequate replacement in terms of quality, 
quantity, accessibility, management & maintenance and prior to the loss of the existing facility. 


Section 14. Environmental Quality 


Paras. 14.1 — The flow of this section is unclear and it is suggested that it should be divided into five sections: climate change, flooding and 
14.22 drainage, biodiversity, landscape, design, and historic environment. This would reflect the different areas of expertise of the 
usual statutory consultees. 
Now SSDC has declared a climate emergency this suite of policies, together with Policy HW2 should be reviewed in detail as 
they lack the necessary specificity and targets to function as well as planning guidance. 
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e Developers take little notice of the elements within these policies except where it is a legal necessity. Measures should be 
introduced to show how developments might lead to biodiversity net gain. 

e Little or no weight has been given to this set of policies in planning decisions and this should change in the future — 
particularly in relation to addressing climate change. Given that the Code for Sustainable Homes has been withdrawn 
nationally, specific goals and targets are required for both developers and planners, and also for effective monitoring. 

e Further to para. 14.2, it is suggested that adaptation to climate change not only relates to new development but also to the 
existing built environment. It is recommended that a strategic approach to green infrastructure is taken to increase the 
adaptation and resilience of existing and new settlements. It is suggested that this strategic approach is set out in a Green 
Infrastructure Strategy. 

e Whilst there are no specific comments to be made on the Local Plan Review, East Devon District Council encourage the 
Council to consider two cross-boundary issues in respect of plan preparation: 

o EDDC are commissioning consultants to produce a River Axe Nutrient Management Plan — most of the River Axe in East 
Devon is designated as a SAC and SSSI, but is failing to achieve good condition status due to excess sedimentation and 
phosphate loading. The management plan will help identify measures to reduce pollutants entering the river including 
parts of its upstream lengths of rive and catchments falling within South Somerset. Request that specific attention is 
placed on pollution considerations and associated planning and land management matters. This will be particularly 
relevant in respect of the Sustainability Appraisal and through assessment under the Habitat Regulations. 

o EDDC are committed to take positive actions in respect of the Climate Change Emergency and as adjoining authorities 
with similar characteristics we would welcome opportunities to explore common policy approaches and sharing of 
evidence around this key concern. The Council are encouraged to take full account of carbon emission concerns in 
plan and policy production and look at how EDDC and SSDC can jointly look to plan for services and delivery where 
cross authority matters arise e.g. promoting public transport and sustainable transport options across local authority 
boundaries such as between Axminster and Chard. 

e The reference to the feed in tariff should be removed as the scheme closed in April 2019. 

e The Council’s position in not designating any sites for wind energy development, means that no sites can be developed 
within the district, which is contrary to the Council considering declaring a climate emergency and a missed opportunity to 
enable the provision of renewable energy to reach a national target of carbon neutrality by 2050. It is also considered that 
this implies that the Council is not committed to renewable energy generation. 

e The language in relation to flood risk is considered to be out-dated and the concept of a 100 year event cannot be applied 
under current climate conditions and such risks are increasing exponentially — this is reinforced by the National Flood 
Resilience Review 2016. Concern is raised that the text is weak on strategies for addressing the key issues. Based on local 
experience, it is considered that the following issues should be addressed: SuDS should be much larger and under local 
manual control; control systems such as hydrobrakes should be avoided as they are not effective; retention systems should 
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be accessible particularly in areas of clay soils (avoiding underground storage); the design of SUDS should be fully integrated 
to recognise downstream flooding issues; EA data has limited reliability;; and the planning process should recognise that 
communities and businesses have experience and knowledge about flood risk management. 

EQ1 — Addressing | General Comments 

Climate Changein | e This policy is significant for Public Health because climate breakdown is a threat to health and because many of the 

South Somerset mitigations, such as active travel and good insulation of dwellings, also have beneficial effects on health. The commitment to 
sustainability in the Plan is welcomed but it is argued that it needs to be more ambitious to reflect the climate emergency 
that has been declared nationally and locally and the LPR is an opportunity to act as a local leader. Whilst the TCPA Planning 
for the Climate Challenge discusses sustainability in terms of carbon emissions, developments could also have broader 
measures of sustainability in terms of local energy, sustainable construction, biodiversity, flood risk or need for a private 
motor car. Such measures could guide developers and provide a monitoring framework. 

e The current policy should be amended so that consideration is given to the impact of proposals for renewable and low 
carbon energy generation development on the setting of heritage assets and not just the assets themselves, to ensure 
consistency with the NPPF. With regard to advice in the PPG proper weight should be given to protecting local amenity in 
relation to renewable energy proposals, and this should include safeguarding the amenity of visitors staying at tourism 
accommodation in the district. Concerns are also raised regarding the impact of renewable energy developments, and it is 
considered that such impacts can be wide ranging and variable depending on the scale of the development. Holiday 
accommodation should be recognised as particularly sensitive to the impacts of renewable energy schemes and the wording 
of the policy should be amended to state “no adverse impacts” rather than “no significant adverse impacts”. It is considered 
that this approach would be consistent with the NPPF. 

e Persimmon Homes has an impressive record on achieving efficiency within the fabric of their buildings and it is expected this 
should be seen as an important contributor towards energy efficiency and therefore assisting efforts against climate change. 
The policy should allow for a ‘fabric first’ approach given the high level of environmental efficiency that can be achieved. 

e The Local Plan Review does not engage with the need for environmental conservation of existing green assets and in terms 
of climate and ecological mitigation. 

e The current adopted Local Plan is criticised over its omission in relation to the significance of embodied energy in existing 
buildings and how this is related to the materials used. The Local Plan Review is recommended to specify low-energy, low 
carbon construction methods to help reduce the energy and carbon emissions involved in all construction. 

e AONBs should be included in the second criterion alongside designated heritage assets — this specific reference to 
protected/valued landscapes would be consistent with paragraphs 170 and 172 of the NPPF. 

e Suggests that there should be a planning agreement for at least one tree to be planted for a single dwelling and more in open 
spaces in a larger development. Planning approval should be required before any tree is cut down and a further requirement 
that two trees should replace any tree cut down. 
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Flood Risk 

e The requirement that there should be no worsening of existing surface water run-off is generally observed in planning 
permissions through conditions and it is recommended that this approach is expanded for any new development (including 
within Milborne Port). 

e Support is expressed for para. 14.18. As the Level 1 SFRA has been completed clarification is sought regarding whether this 
updated document has been considered in the LPR; this is particularly important if promoting growth in identified flood risk 
areas together with the need to undertake the Sequential Test. 

e In Policy EQ1 it is recognised that flood risk is likely to increase due to climate change and it is recommended that 
development should be steered away from areas at medium — high risk. It should be recognised that due to the effects of 
climate change, areas that are currently at low risk may become medium or high risk in the coming decades and the SFRA 
must identify these future flood risk areas where possible, as well as all sources of flooding. 

e The flooding of the River Od (East Coker Stream) occurs annually within the village areas and occasionally on the A37, Church 
Lane, Barwick and Newton Road and need to be considered as a matter of urgency. 


Water Quality and Supply 

e Water Resources and Quality: the LPR should have a strong environmental policy especially as the impacts of climate change 
on the water environment are uncertain. It is suggested that a commitment to a certain level of water resource efficiency in 
new build developments should be considered, as this could result in substantial water savings. In addition, inclusion of 
appropriate best available technology would ensure sustainable long term supply of water and better adaptation to climate 
change. 

e Agreement with the HRA’s assertion that the essential water level conditions of the SPA could be unbalanced by additional 
development s projected in the plan. Considers that the use of SUDS in not means provides the required strong protection of 
the balanced water levels in the SPA. Recommends the plan goes further and that each site specific policy for allocations that 
may have a likely significant effect on the water levels of the SPA should require that bespoke SUDS have to be agreed, 
delivered in time and maintained to stringent conditions to ensure that no likely significant effects of the SPA occurs. 


Net Zero Emissions 
e |t is recommended that the Local Plan Review (LPR) is completely re-drafted to place the District’s response to the Climate 
Emergency at its heart, with a commitment to South Somerset becoming carbon neutral by 2030. It is suggested that the LPR 
is one the key tools to take actions to meet this goal and it is considered that the LPR falls woefully short of doing this. 
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e Client Earth invites the Council to put the district on a credible path to achieving net zero emissions by setting robust carbon 
reduction targets and integrating them throughout the Local Plan. This is required by law and it considered vital given the 
urgent need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to address the climate crisis and to meet the UK’s net zero target. 

o Detail is provided regarding the Environment Agency’s Climate Impacts Tool, the UK commitment to the Paris Agreement 
2015, and the RTPI’s report relating to climate change. 

o Local Authorities are considered to have a crucial role to ensure the UK meets its net zero target. Local Plans are required 
by legislation to contribute to the mitigation of and adaptation to climate change, and that the cumulative impacts of 
climate change are assessed through the Strategic Environmental Assessment. This is supported by the NPPF requirement 
to support the transition to a low carbon future, and through compliance with UK’s carbon budgets in the Clean Growth 
Strategy. Planning Practice Guidance also provides advice in relation to plan-making and decision taking in addressing 
climate change. 

o Itis stated that based on legal requirements and national policy, Local Plan policies should set a local carbon target 
framework based on an assessment of local carbon reduction potential. Based on national and international climate 
targets, local planning authorities should demonstrate proposed planning policies’ consistency with a local target 
framework and monitor performance annually. 

o The Council is invited to set a target framework based on a comprehensive assessment of local carbon reduction potential 
and integrate this in the Local Plan. Such action can improve people’s health, reduce energy costs, create employment, 
enhance community cohesion and restore local ecosystems. 

e The policy should be bolder in requiring solar panels on the roofs of new buildings. 

e The policy is considered to be vague regarding the environmental design of new buildings when the Council has declared a 
climate emergency. The language is not strong enough to require a developer to take specific actions. The policy needs 
mandates/targets with potential for phased introduction if considered too restrictive. 

e Due to the loss of Code for Sustainable Homes a new local design guide is needed to ensure houses are built to maximise 
solar gain and take advantage of energy management in the home. Support a move towards supporting low carbon 
construction methods. 

e The policy needs to be re-considered in the context of the NPPF and PPG in terms of climate change, as different sectors may 
have different options for mitigation (homes, businesses, energy, transport and agricultural related development). 

e The policy repeats matters dealt with through building regulations and sets no standards or targets. There is no clarity on 
what criteria will be used to judge whether the policy is complied with. The policy might be improved if a more specific and 
interpretable policy is adopted and the remainder of the text is subordinated to the supporting text. 

e The objective in the adopted Local Plan to move to a low carbon economy and low carbon living by 2028 has vanished. The 
policy requirements are inadequate and completely disproportionate to the emergency faced, and a requirement is needed 
for all new development to be of a standard as not to worsen the climate emergency. 
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o All new development should be exemplary in terms of construction materials, waste, water consumption, zero carbon 
and designed to cope with overheating. 
o The NPPF/PPG does not prevent the Council from imposing such a requirement to set a higher ambition — e.g. can 
require energy efficiency standards above Building Regulations. 
o There is a wealth of best-practice guidance to assist the Council in redrafting its Plan including a range of actions set out 
by Somerset Climate Action Network which local authorities should be taking to deliver the 2030 Carbon Neutral target. 
In addition, the UK Housing Fit for the Future (CCC) report sets out measures to be adopted in the housing sector in 
relation to climate change mitigation and adaptation. 
e The Local Plan Review should reflect the changes that will be required within the district in order to achieve the target to be 
carbon neutral by 2030. 
Recommends the goal should be that all buildings are energy efficient compared to a stated local/national benchmark 
and energy demands should be met by renewables by 2030. 
Suggests that a renewable energy opportunity assessment should be carried out, accompanied by an implementation 
plan (see Stroud Council). 
Relax listed building requirements to allow older buildings to be retrofitted to reduce energy consumption. 
Retro-fit existing housing stock. 
Design new developments to foster a sense of community with good connections to existing communities. 
Require a target of zero carbon and BREEAM Outstanding or equivalent Home Quality Mark. 
Support the use of alternative methods of construction, particularly those that lock-in carbon — need to consider 
lifecycle carbon. 
Support Community Land Trust approaches and self/custom build 
Require adaptation measures e.g. to avoid overheating, minimise surface water run-off, to withstand extreme weather 
events. 
Include opportunities for food-growing and edible landscaping. 
Need for exemplary development such as Bicester Eco Town. 
Policy EQ2 — SSDC has failed to ensure that new housing in Broadway is of appropriate design with appropriate exterior finishes, 
General particularly at a recent development on Varden’s Farm. The new plan needs robust, clear policies on design and materials 
Development and that should be reflected by planning decisions. 
Design There is no such thing as a carbon neutral home given the mass of material involved in construction — it is recommended that 
the use of materials that consume high levels of energy should be reduced, existing buildings reused and dwelling density 
increased. 
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e The policy is considered to be vague regarding the environmental design of new buildings when the Council has declared a 
climate emergency. The language is not strong enough to require a developer to take specific actions. The policy needs 
mandates/targets with potential for phased introduction if considered too restrictive. 

e The Local Plan Review provides the means to set out the proposed Heritage Strategy to meet national policy expectations. To 
fully accord with the NPPF (paras. 126 and 157) it is suggested that the Local Plan Review needs further development to 
provide the necessary detail in setting out a positive and clear strategy for the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of 
the historic environment. This requires a plan for the maintenance and use of heritage assets and delivery of development, 
including their settings, that will afford protection for the assets. 

e The Plan indicates that the draft Historic Environment Strategy has been prepared and that EQ2 fully reflects the strategy. 
The Plan should make more reference to the strategy, Conservation Area Appraisals/Management Plans and Article 4 
directions in other policies such as allocations, places, tourism and transport. The Plan should consider how the defining 
characteristics of each part of the district might be reinforced in the approach to design. 

e Considers that the proposed site allocation YV2 is very close to the conservation area for Thorne Coffin, and that a large 
development in the proposed area would be unacceptable as it would contravene the policy EQ2 by causing harm to the 
conservation area unless mitigation through a landscape buffer was required. 

e Much greater weight should be given to the Design Statements and these should set out how proposals harmonise with their 
settings. The policy is considered weak in terms of design guidance, and the lack of such guidance leaves historic centres and 
buildings vulnerable. Martock Parish Council is intending to produce its own guidance to support the neighbourhood plan. 

e The development of new housing should be designed to avoid noise complaints and will need to align with the objectives of 
the Environmental Noise Regulations 2006 by avoiding development of housing that would add to Noise Action Planning 
demands if it should be defined as an Important Area. It is recommended that the policy should also include consideration of 
vibration in addition to noise. The policy should provide greater emphasis on introducing noise sensitive development near 
to existing development that has associated noise or vibration emissions and necessary mitigation measures to avoid 
unreasonable subsequent constraints on existing development. 

e The policy recognises the need to ensure adequate levels of residential amenity for neighbouring properties and new 
dwellings, however, it is considered that the policy is inconsistent with national policy to ensure that this criterion is not 
restricted to the protection of amenity for only residential uses. 

e The introduction of separate landscape policy in addition to EQ2 will help protect the character of small villages with few key 
facilities from inappropriate speculative housing development. 

e In relation to the references paragraph 14.30 regarding the efficient use of water resources and future challenges in the 
housing development sector, support is expressed for the water efficient use of resources in new development. However, 
this should be stronger and commit to minimum standards that are beyond building regulations to a limit of 105 
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litres/person/day to leave more water for the natural environment as well as reducing emissions from the production of 
clean and disposal of foul water and therefore would accord with SSDC#s recognition of a climate change emergency. 
Revised guidance “Active Design” has been launched and it is suggested that the LPR could reference this guidance which: 
o is aimed at planners, urban designers, developers and health professionals 
© supports the creation of healthy communities 
o sets out Ten Principles of Active Design to inspire and inform the design and layout of cities, towns, villages, 
neighbourhoods, buildings, streets and opens spaces to promote sport and physical activity. 
Development in the district is encouraged to be designed in line with the Active Design principles to secure sustainable 
design — evidenced by use of the developer’s checklist. 
Policy EQ2 v. relates to the efficient use of land — it is considered that in relation to the site allocation Policy SP1 at South 
Petherton, the efficient use of land can be improved by providing a higher number of homes on the site that required by the 
proposed allocation policy. 
Policy EQ3 — Bourne Leisure endorses the approach set out in Policy EQ3. It is considered to be consistent with national policy by ensuring 
Historic that applicants take a proportionate approach to assessing the significance of any heritage assets affected, including their 
Environment settings. 
The commitment to a Heritage Strategy is welcomed, but the status of this document is questioned, and it is considered that it 
will have little weight as a material consideration if it is not adopted in some form. The Local Plan needs to provide further 
detail to enable decision makers to act. It is considered that significant adjustments are required to ensure clarity and 
conformity with national policy expectations. 
Amendments to end of criterion i) are suggested to add ‘on this basis’ and qualify the term ‘exploited’ which is considered 
to be an unfortunate term. 
In criterion ii) ‘safeguard’ should be replaced by ‘sustain’. 
Criterion ii) c) should be reworded to be consistent with the NPPF with regard to the weight given to the conservation of 
heritage assets and the expectation that development will avoid or minimise conflict between the conservation of a 
heritage asset and any aspect of a proposal. Historic England suggest wording to replace this criterion. Suggested 
amendments to criterion iii) are also provided to set out the circumstances where a heritage assessment would be 
required. 
Amendments are suggested in terms of reference to the Historic Environment Record, including Conservation Area 
Character Appraisals, Management Plans and Local List (if a Local List is available). These will be used to inform the 
consideration of development proposals. 
The policy should include reference to the statement — “proposals should conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate 
to their significance”. 
The role of CIL/S106 should be clarified in the delivery of heritage related regeneration. 
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o Consideration should be given to the use of indicators to monitor the strategy’s effectiveness. 

o Similar to the policy restricting development at Henstridge, the Local Plan should consider whether or not it should identify 
any areas where certain types of development might need to be limited or would be inappropriate due to the impact on 
the historic environment. 

e Martock is considered to have the finest collection of listed buildings in South Somerset, more than anywhere in the county 
save larger towns of Taunton, Bridgwater and Shepton Mallet. Concern is raised at the lack of design guidance and lack of 
regard development proposals take in relation to locations within or near the conservation area. 

o The Historic Environment Strategy is welcomed but the status and its context in relation to the Local Plan Review is 
questioned. This strategy should be completed for the benefit of the Plan. 

o The written justification should be rewritten to reflect the objectives and actions of the draft Historic Environment 
Strategy — a number of suggestions are made in relation to the review of Conservation Areas and their appraisals; the 
route for affording protection to locally important heritage assets; conservation of the setting of designated heritage 
assets and to the assets themselves; giving much greater weight to the Design Statements and these should set out how 
proposals harmonise with their settings. 

o The policy is considered weak in terms of design guidance, and the lack of such guidance leaves historic centres and 
buildings vulnerable. Martock Parish Council is intending to produce its own guidance to support the neighbourhood plan. 

Policy EQ4 - Support is expressed for the inclusion of this policy. 

Landscape The written justification could be strengthened to reflect up to date guidance i.e. referring to ‘conserving and enhancing’ 
rather than just conservation and provide further explanation regarding protected and designated landscapes, specifically 
referencing AONBs and the meaning of ‘great weight’ in relation to planning decisions. 

The policy should state that AONBs have the highest status of protection and that great weight should be given to the 
conservation as well as the enhancement of landscape and scenic beauty. 

The LPR should make clear that the scale and extent of development within AONBs should be limited and that planning 
permission will be refused for major development other than in exceptional circumstances (refer to the NPPF) and what 
constitutes major development in the context of the AONB. 

It would be appropriate to include proposals for development within an AONB or within the setting of an AONB, which has 
been incorporated in other Local Plans covering this AONB) and proposals should demonstrate how they comply with the 
objectives and policies of the adopted AONB Management Plan. 

The role of AONB management plans and reference to development in the setting of AONBs should also be considered. 
Reference to landscape character is supported — it is suggested that a link to the Landscape Character Assessment should be 
provided and that it would be valuable to update this assessment to support the evidence base. An amendment to the policy 
text is suggested to strengthen the policy tests for development proposals within or affecting AONBs. 
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The Council is congratulated on the publication of the Martock Peripheral Landscape Study which is considered to be a useful 
and valued tool — it is suggested that these studies are given a higher profile and it is suggested that the written justification 
reflects these more fully. 
Objections to the proposed site allocation Policy IM2 — it is considered that the site contradicts Policy EQ4 due to the 
harmful effect on the landscape/landscape character and out of date Peripheral Landscape Study. 
Concerns raised with criterion c. in relation to ensuring there is no significant adverse impact on local landscape character; 
scenic quality; and distinctive landscape features. The policy provides no clarity on how this matter will be applied in a 
consistent manner through the development management process, as opinions on landscape are highly subjective and 
therefore likely to lead to inconsistencies in decision making. It is considered that this policy is not effective and it is 
recommended that it is flexibly worded so that development proposals take account of the existing landscape character of 
the area and seek to integrate new sustainable development opportunities within the existing landscape setting. 
Policy EQ5 - The policy has been reviewed and is considered in need of updating as a result of revisions to Government policy and 
Biodiversity guidance. It is recommended that the Council adopts the suggested text to amend the supporting text and policy. This text 
recognises the biodiversity assets in the district including international, national and local habitat designations, and the 
Somerset Ecological Network. Required amendments relate to: Ecological Impact Assessments; the need to protect, enhance 
and manage the ecological network; provision of the necessary information to enable an assessment to be conducted as 
defined by the Habitats Directive; and that due regard is given to the SCC offsetting methodology. 
Separate policy wording provided for policies relating to Biodiversity and Geodiversity, and Ecological Networks to provide a 
more consistent approach across the county. 
The policy should be revised to reflect the NPPF para. 171 to distinguish between the hierarchy of international, national and 
locally designated sites. This can be achieved by setting out criteria against which development will be judged in relation to 
development proposals on or affecting protected wildlife or geodiversity sites or landscape areas. Protections should be 
commensurate with their status and appropriate weight given to their importance and the contribution they make to wider 
ecological networks. 
NPPF para 175 — suggests the policy should also state the need to first avoid, adequately mitigate or as a last resort 
compensate for significant harm as a general principle for development — rather than a matter to be addressed. 
NPPF paras 170 and 174 — recommends that to comply with the announced mandatory requirement to contribute to 
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) — the policy should clearly state that all development will be expected to contribute to the delivery 
of BNG. Reference to text relating to the Defra BNG metric is advised and it is suggested that SSDC consider whether to 
develop local guidance on what BNG in the district should look like and how developments can contribute. 
Agreement with the HRA’s assertion that the essential water level conditions of the SPA could be unbalanced by additional 
development as projected in the LPR. It is considered that the use of SUDS does not provide the strong protection required for 
balanced water levels in the SPA. In relation to the HRA recommendations for Policy EQ5 it is recommended that the plan 
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needs to go further and that each site specific policy for allocations that may have a likely significant effect on the water levels 
of the Somerset Levels and Moors SPA should require that bespoke SUDS have to be agreed, delivered and maintained to 
stringent conditions to avoid any likely significant effect on the SPA. 

e Somerset County Council and South Somerset District Council have along with many other local, national and global 
authorities declared a Climate Emergency. In view of this any development proposals that would harm hedgerows, wetlands, 
woodlands, country parks, orchards or any other biodiverse habitats should not be allowed. Brownfield sites should be 
prioritised with a requirement for greening the site. The development of greenfield land releases greenhouse gases and should 
not be allowed if it would destroy or partially disturb habitats rich in biodiversity. 

e Mitigation by developers including funding for other environmental projects does not replenish in the short to medium term 
the damage caused to natural carbon sinks. No proposals for development on such biodiverse habitats should be included in 
the Local Plan as this would contradict Climate Emergency declarations. It is recommended that all development plans should 
show how they would produce a net positive gain for biodiversity on site and to the climate generally. 

e The section on biodiversity is weak — examples of good practice are quoted including Cornwall. Suggested amendments 
include: 

o Address the lack of environmental/habitat data outside key designations 

Set in train local biodiversity action plans district wide and at parish level 

Identify biodiversity sites of local importance and give them some protection 

Develop standards to evaluate proposals and guard against habitat loss (e.g. corridors) 

Ensure new SuDS schemes are integrated in the wider habitat 

Publish principles for developers to show how biodiversity enhancement might be achieved. 

e The following measures/actions should be included in the policy: 

o Acommitment to developing a Nature Recovery Network map for Somerset and requiring new development to 
contribute to this network through habitat creation within landscaping. 

o Commit to a target for 25% net biodiversity gain using the Defra metric or other locally adopted metric. 

o Require biodiversity features to be incorporated into all new developments. 

o Require 25% tree canopy cover at maturity for new developments. 

e Support is expressed for this policy but there is no explicit requirement that developments deliver net gains in biodiversity. It is 
recommended that this wording is included to mirror the NPPF and a target and approach identified to deliver Government’s 
pending mandate of 10% net gains using the Defra metric. 

Policy EQ7 — Support 

Woodland and e Support is expressed for EQ7 ii, but the term ‘wherever possible’ should be amended to read ‘unless there are wholly 

Forests acceptable reasons’ which more clearly aligns to paragraph 14.49 and the NPPF. 

e Strong support is expressed for the written justification at paragraph 14.48. 


O O O O © 





188 


South Somerset 
District Cou ncil South Somerset Local Plan Review Preferred Options, June 2019 — Summary of Main Points 





e The commitment at EQ7 i. to ensure no net loss in woodland area, is supported. 

e An ambitious target for new woodland creation is strongly encouraged. A discussion regarding a collaborative approach to 
delivering and securing an ambitious target for native woodland creation would be welcomed (through and beyond the 
planning system). 

Object 

e The Local Plan does not engage with the need for environmental conservation of existing green assets and in terms of climate 
and ecological mitigation. It is suggested that there are errors relating to district wood/forest cover and carbon footprint. 

The Woodland Trust sets out a recommended target for towns and cities to achieve 20% tree canopy cover in an agreed, 
achievable timescale, and recommends that there is a need to identify where trees can be planted in the district without 
impacting on valuable grassland habitats. 
Part ii of the policy could be more explicit about the level of protection afforded to irreplaceable habitats consistent with NPPF 
para. 175 c. If secondary woodland is unavoidably lost as a result of development, the replacement woodland would need to 
be of a significantly greater scale and quality than the original woodland, unless other biodiversity net gain measures are 
proposed. 
The Government had a target to plant 5000 hectares of trees, but only 1400 hectares were planted. To avoid a climate 
breakdown a target of 17% tree cover needs to be reached to act as a carbon sink. 
Concerns raised in relation to the protection of trees on the ‘Wheathill Lane site in Milborne Port’. These trees are a 
recognised landscape feature that characterise the site. It is recommended that trees are protected unless they are dangerous, 
and should be integrated into new developments as they provide benefits to the community. 

Policy EQ8 — Noise and Vibration 

Pollution Control |e The policy identifies noise as a pollutant but fails to identify vibration. It is considered that further clarity is needed with regard 
to the phrase ‘the potential adverse effects would be mitigated to an acceptable level by other environmental controls’. It is 
expected that ‘acceptability’ would be solely based on planning judgement if the mitigation measures in the proposal were 
effective. 
The policy fails to consider other existing noise environments that may include aspects of industrial, commercial, recreational 
and transportation noise and therefore it is inconsistent with the NPPF. 
Acoustic reports are necessary to demonstrate that the mitigation measures to be incorporated in the design of noise sensitive 
developments are sufficient to ensure a reasonable expectation of amenity during use. 
It is considered that the Plan could direct applicants to a source of helpful information regarding professional practice 
guidance on planning and noise for new residential development. 
In relation to airfield noise contours for Yeovil Westlands Airfield, RNAS Yeovilton and RNAS Merryfield, some further 
justification may be required as a result of changes such as newer aircraft and flight intensity. 
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Light Pollution 
e Significant parts of the district and those parts in the Cranborne Chase and West Wiltshire AONB in particular have especially 
dark night skies. As the dark skies of the AONB are internationally recognised it would be appropriate for the LPR to include 
policies aimed at minimising light pollution and conserving dark night skies. This can have indirect benefits on quality of life, 
quality of wildlife but also enhance tourist opportunities. The AONBs position statement on light pollution and the good 
practice guides on good lighting are recommended for reference. 
Diffuse Pollution 
e |tis recommended that a reference to SUDS for new build developments to reduce urban diffuse pollution is included within 
the document. An amendment to criterion v. is suggested to add “and/or controlled waters”. 
The policy does not cover the need to control residential and other regularly occupied/sensitive development in locations 
likely to be adversely affected by the operation of sewage treatment and sewage pumping facilities. Buffer zones should be 
maintained around these facilities to minimise conflict with surrounding land uses and amenity issues. Appropriate wording 
should be included within the proposed policy to address this issue. 
Criterion ii states that new development should not exacerbate air quality problems in existing and potential AQMAs, and 
development will need to support the objectives of the AQAP. It is considered that this approach is not soundly based as it will 
apply the same level of protection on areas not identified as AQMAs, and therefore is not consistent with paragraph 16d of the 
NPPF. 
Policy EQ9 — Suggests correction to typo - manege 
Equine 
Development 


Section 15. Implementation and Monitoring 

General The main issue that needs to be addressed is the failure to demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land. The 
Council has no mechanisms in place to bring forward additional land for housing — it is suggested that the LPR allocates 
additional sites for residential development to assist in meeting the Council’s housing land supply. 
The suggested indicator to monitor the 5 year requirement that will be calculated against the housing requirement plus the 
appropriate buffer and any shortfall, is contrary to the PPG. The five year requirement should be calculated from the housing 
requirement with the shortfall added and then the buffer applied. 
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e tis considered that there is currently is no 5 year land supply assessment against the LPR which will be necessary to establish 
where there is a sufficient supply post-adoption. 


Section 16. Appendices 


Appendix One — No comments 
strategic Policies 


Appendix Two - No route is shown on the map for a by-pass for Chard. 
Maps The maps showing the proposed allocations (Yeovil) are totally inadequate and fail to show any sites that have already been 
granted planning permission, and also appear to be out of date. To issue such information is fraudulent and an attempt to 


deceive. 

The property shown on the Crewkerne map (CR2) as part of the access from East Street to the CR2 site is not available for 
development and should not be part of the site. 

The red line plan submitted with the representation includes a slightly larger area, and the Policies Map should be amended to 
reflect this (CR3). 


Appendix Three — | No comments. 
Glossary 


Appendix Four — e The basic map information is out of date as aircraft types have changed. It is suggested that changes to air station operational 
Noise Exposure requirements and confirmatory noise assessments should be conducted as a duty of care. 
Maps 
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